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Behold, days are coming — says the Lord God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the Lord. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: “Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is 
the meaning of the verse: ‘And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; 
and he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs’? (Ecclesiastes 12:9). He 
explains: He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the 
Torah, and explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed 
[izen], and sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At 
first the Torah was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made 
handles for it.” And as Rashi there explains: “And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot 
and distance themselves from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc.’ 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses not only the deepest 
themes and values of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic 
study text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody 
the historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, 
its subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and in- 
novations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Barli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design ofits very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach orga- 
nizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital sup- 
port for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they provide 
steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish education in 
the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi students sustain 
themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational training for the 
Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think ofa 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a 
phenomenon of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon 
are many, and include the availability of a wide array of translations, com- 
mentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud 
into modern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product 
of a lifetime of intense intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its 
uniqueness. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend 
the Hebrew, even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker who 
wishes to access this instructive material to turn? 


The Koren Talmud Barli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the 
answer to those questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advi- 
sory staff, and Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been 
designated editor-in-chief of this important project, and to have worked 
in close collaboration with a team of translators and proofreaders, artists 
and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation 
that has all the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, 
and provides assistance for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain 
the necessary skills to become an adept talmudist. 


This is the tenth volume of the project, tractate Sukka. It includes the entire 
original text, in the traditional configuration and pagination of the famed 
Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the student to follow the core text 
with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, and the customary marginalia. It 
also provides a clear English translation in contemporary idiom, faithfully 
based upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its 
graphic design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with 
a page-size block of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic 
units. Thus, readers can focus their attention and absorb each discrete 
discussion before proceeding to the next unit. The design of each page 
allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual task of reading. The 
illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew edition, 
have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 
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The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved 
through the dedicated work ofa large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua 
Schreier, and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaël Freeman and 
the gifted staff at Koren. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 

Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to 
work with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 

Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 

Jerusalem 5774 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


Toward the beginning of tractate Pesahim (3a), the Gemara questions the Mishna’s use 
of the term or rather than the standard term leil when referring to the evening of the 
fourteenth of Nisan. The Gemara introduces a discussion of the value of euphemism 
and refraining from the use of crude language. It concludes that despite the impor- 
tance of euphemism, if the euphemism comes at the expense of clarity and requires a 
less succinct formulation, it is preferable to speak concisely. Only when the choice is 
between equally concise phrases is the euphemism preferred. 


In his peirush, Rabbi Steinsaltz’s language is both concise and aesthetic. While 
explaining often difficult passages, he avoids the temptation to over-explain, inviting 
the reader to study the Talmud with him rather than doing all the thinking in the 
reader's place. We have attempted to follow his path in translating and editing the 
Koren Talmud Bavii. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privi- 
lege and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management 
of the project in the able hands of Dena Landowne Bailey, constitutes the publishing 
side of this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark 
of the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is 
renowned and which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its 
outstanding quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my 
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be 
overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided 
in all aspects of this project. In addition, I would like to thank Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
managing editor; Rabbi Joshua Amaru, coordinating editor; and Rabbi Avishai Ma- 
gence, content curator, whose tireless devotion to this project has been and continues 
to be crucial to the continued success of this project. The erudite and articulate men 
and women who serve as translators, editors and copy editors have ensured that this 
project adheres to the highest standards. 
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There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be over- 
looked. On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, and Tsipora 
Ifrah. On the Koren side, my colleagues at Koren: Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi 
Hanan Benayahu, Efrat Gross, Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Rabbi Eliahu 
Misgav, and Rabbi Yinon Chen. Their assistance in all matters, large and small, 
is appreciated. 


At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for 
introducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi 
Menachem Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move 
forward in this great enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz xvw created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
but a great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


e Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


e Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


e Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — 
to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition, it merely presents an overview for the English- 
speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered by Rabbi 
Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’DW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and proofreaders, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to pro- 
ceed in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction to Sukka 


The name used in the Torah for the month of Tishrei is the Seventh Month, HaHodesh 
HaShevi'i. The Sages interpreted the name homiletically and said that the month is 
replete with mitzvot, where the word for replete, mesuba, is from the same root as 
hashevi’i (Vayikra Rabba 29). More specifically, they characterized Sukkot as a Festival 
whose mitzvot are abundant. This wealth of mitzvot is manifest in the Torah in the 
numerous verses devoted to the halakhot governing the Festival. However, beyond 
the mitzvot explicitly mentioned in the Torah, there are additional mitzvot that were 
received as halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and they too impart a unique 
character to the Festival. 


The festival of Sukkot is multifaceted, and its halakhot are not all associated with only 
one central theme; rather, there are several themes that differ from those of all other 
Festivals. In addition to the general mitzvot of a Festival, detailed in tractate Beitza, 
and the mitzvot of the pilgrim Festivals, detailed in tractate Hagiga, the festival of 
Sukkot is characterized by its distinctive mitzvot: The mitzva of sukka, which entails 
moving one’s residence and dining area; the special ceremony that involves taking the 
four species; the plethora of additional offerings unique to Sukkot; and the mitzvot 
and special ceremonies performed in the Temple. 


In essence, the festival of Sukkot does not commemorate a specific historical event, 
in contrast to Passover, which commemorates the Exodus, and Shavuot, which 
commemorates the revelation at Sinai. Nor does it correspond to a specific stage 
in the agricultural cycle, unlike Passover, when the omer offering is sacrificed from 
the new barley crop, and Shavuot, when the offering of the two loaves is sacrificed 
from the new wheat crop. Nevertheless, there is one element that ties together the 
various, distinct aspects of the Festival: Sukkot is the conclusion and summary of 
the entire year’s Festivals. It is both the culmination of the calendar year and the 
encapsulation of the historical events that comprise the history of the Jewish people. 
This summation does not entail merely remembering the past and giving thanks, but 
it also contains prayer for success in the vital, creative year that is beginning. One 
remembers with gratitude one way of life whose culmination is represented by the 
festival of Sukkot, and one prays for the initiation of a new path that commences with 
the festival of Sukkot. 


The sukka does not come to commemorate a particular event; rather, it commemo- 
rates the entirety of the experience of the children of Israel in the desert, the life of 
a people without a country, without claim to land, and without stability. This com- 
memoration includes gratitude for all the miracles of the Exodus that transpired in 
the past, the clouds of glory, and the contrast between the life of a people wander- 
ing in the wilderness and the conclusion of the harvest of the produce of the fields 
and the trees in Eretz Yisrael. The four species, too, serve on the one hand as a kind 
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of victory procession, celebrating past accomplishments (Vayikra Rabba 30); and 
on the other hand taking the four species includes saying a prayer for rainfall and a 
successful crop in the coming year, the very essence of the mitzva. 


Although the thanksgiving and requests voiced during the festival of Sukkot are 
intimately connected to the Jewish people, they also include a universal theme. 
Expressing thanks to God for past kindness and prayer and supplication for future 
success, and likewise, thanksgiving for the past harvest and prayer for rainfall in the 
coming year, are not unique to the Jewish people. In that sense, the festival of Sukkot 
becomes a Festival for the entire world, as an expression of both thanksgiving and 
entreaty. Therefore, the Sages associated the seventy bulls sacrificed within the frame- 
work of the additional offering on the festival of Sukkot with the seventy nations of 
the world. And the prophet says that the festival of Sukkot is the Festival when, in the 
future, all the people of the world will participate in the pilgrimage to the Temple 
(see Zechariah 14:16). 


In the verses in the Torah addressing the festival of Sukkot, the elements of thanks- 
giving and rejoicing are conspicuous. Beyond the rejoicing that characterizes all the 
Festivals, there is a special mitzva of rejoicing on Sukkot, to the extent that the name 
of the Festival coined by the Sages in the prayers recited during the Festival is: The 
time of our rejoicing. As an extension of the thanksgiving and rejoicing, there are the 
special mitzvot received as halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai, which include 
mention of and prayer for rain and blessing for the coming year. The mitzva of the 
libation of water on the altar, a central component of the rejoicing of the Festival 
in the Temple; the mitzva of surrounding the altar with willow branches; and the 
waving of the willow branch on the seventh day of the Festival all evoke and inspire 
prayer for rain during the coming year. These are not explicit prayers and are certainly 
not accompanied by fasting and pleading. Rather, rain is a theme that arises in the 
course of the great rejoicing. 


Indeed, though the primary mitzvot of Sukkot were elucidated at length in the Torah, 
most of the discussion in tractate Sukka is based on halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai and on tradition, primarily due to the need to translate the verses in the 
Torah into a structured system of halakhot with clearly demarcated limitations. While 
in many tractates in the Talmud, most of the discussion is dedicated to clarifying the 
details of the mitzvot or to analyzing the myriad possibilities and intermediate cases, 
in this tractate the central problems relate to definition of terms. The fundamental 
concepts associated with the mitzvot of the Festival, e.g., sukka and the four species, 
require precise definitions in terms of determining their essence, size, measures, and 
the manner of their use. Most of these definitions are learned through the traditions 
transmitted from previous generations. The significance of tradition is even more 
conspicuous with regard to those mitzvot of the Festival that have no clear source in 
the Torah. Specifically because those mitzvot aroused the resistance of the various 
deviant sects, e.g., Sadducees and Boethusians, the Sages were compelled to greatly 
underscore their significance. 


Another category of fundamental problems addressed in tractate Sukka stems from 
the contrast between the mitzvot of the Festival practiced in the Temple and those 
practiced outside the Temple. Although there are some mitzvot associated with 
Sukkot totally independent of the Temple, e.g., the mitzva of sukka, and there are 
others exclusive to the Temple, e.g., the additional offerings, there are many mitzvot 
associated with Sukkot in which there is a special connection between the mitzva and 
the Temple. Although they are mitzvot whose practice is not limited to the Temple, 
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there is a difference between the practice in the Temple and the practice outside 
the Temple, e.g., the four species. The problematic nature of these mitzvot while 
the Temple was standing was exacerbated after its destruction, which severed the 
connection between the mitzva and the Temple. This led the Sages to institute 
ordinances to commemorate the Temple, which involved the introduction of many 
new halakhot. 


Halakhically, the Eighth Day of Assembly is a Festival in and of itself, fundamentally 
independent of the festival of Sukkot, yet it is closely related to Sukkot and in a certain 
sense resembles Shavuot vis-a-vis Passover. Due to the proximity of the Eighth Day of 
Assembly and Sukkot and due to their similarities, e.g., the Eighth Day of Assembly 
is also called: The time of our rejoicing, there is a discussion of that Festival within 
the framework of this tractate. Although not all matters associated with that day are 
discussed, the basis for the prayer for rain recited on that Festival is located here; it 
is treated in more detail in tractate Ta‘anit. In addition, the basis for the custom of 
future generations to celebrate the conclusion of the cycle of Torah reading on that 
day, Simhat Torah, is discussed. 


There are five chapters in tractate Sukka, each dealing with a well-defined topic: 
Chapter One defines of the concept of sukka in terms ofits structure and dimensions. 


Chapter Two determines the parameters of the mitzva of residing in the sukka and 
its obligations. 


Chapter Three defines the essence and the measures of the four species and describes 
the manner in which the mitzva is fulfilled. 


Chapter Four determines the relationship between the mitzvot of the Festival per- 
formed in the Temple and those performed outside the Temple, and explains the 
halakhot of the festival of Sukkot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


Chapter Five discusses the celebration of the festival of Sukkot in the Temple, the 
mitzva of rejoicing on the Festival, and the special offerings sacrificed on Sukkot. 
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In sukkot shall you reside seven days; all that are 
homeborn in Israel shall reside in sukkot. So that your 
future generations will know that I caused the children 
of Israel to reside in sukkot when I took them out of the 
land of Egypt: I am the Lord your God. 

(Leviticus 23:42-43) 


And that they should publish and proclaim in all their 
cities, and in Jerusalem, saying: Go forth to the mount 
and fetch olive branches, and branches of wild olive, 
and myrtle branches, and palm branches, and the 
boughs of dense-leaved trees in order to make sukkot 
as written. 

(Nehemiah 8:15) 


The mitzva by Torah law to reside in a sukka immediately raises the fundamental 
question: What is a sukka? Clearly there is a difference between a sukka and a house. 
However, that difference must be defined and elucidated in order to ascertain in 
practical terms what are the meaning and parameters of the term sukka. 


This primary question can be divided into several independent secondary questions. 
First, what are the minimum and maximum measures of a sukka? Is a sukka of any size 
fit for use in fulfilling the mitzva, or are there certain restrictions in terms ofheight or 
area? Second, what is the appropriate structure of a sukka? Can it take any form, with 
any number of walls and any type of configuration, or is a sukka fit for use only if it 
takes a particular form? Third, what material may be used in construction of a sukka? 
Are all materials fit for use, or are certain materials restricted? Further, must the entire 
sukka be constructed from the same material or are there differences between vari- 
ous parts of the sukka in that regard? Fourth, how does one build a sukka? Are there 
specific times during which it may be constructed, or may it be constructed at any 
time? Are there specific halakhot or directives governing the method or sequence of 
construction? Must construction of one section of the sukka precede construction of 
another, or is the order irrelevant? Fifth, what about the location of the sukka? May 
it be constructed anywhere or perhaps, in order for it to be considered a sukka, must 
it be constructed only in certain locations? 


These questions, all of which address the question of the definition of the sukka, 
constitute the primary focus of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
Perek | 
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MI S HNA^ô sukka," i.e., its roofing, which is the 


main and most crucial element of the 
mitzva, that is more than twenty cubits? high" is unfit. Rabbi 
Yehuda deems it fit. 


Similarly, a sukka that is not even ten handbreadths high," and 
one that does not have three walls," and one whose sunlight 
that passes through its roofing is greater than its shade" are 
unfit. 


GEMARA“ learned a similar halakha in a 


mishna there, in tractate Eiruvin (2a): 
In the case of an alleyway that is higher than twenty cubits," 
i.e., the beam that was placed across the end of an alleyway” that 
opens into a public domain in order to permit carrying within 
the alleyway on Shabbat is higher than twenty cubits, one must 
diminish" the height of the beam in order to permit carrying 
within the alleyway. Rabbi Yehuda says he need not do so, and 
although the beam lies higher than twenty cubits, the alleyway 
is qualified to permit carrying within. 


Given the seeming similarity between the two cases, that of the 
sukka and that of the alleyway, the Gemara asks: What is differ- 
ent with regard to a sukka where the mishna teaches that it is 
unfit, and what is different with regard to an alleyway where 
the mishna teaches the method of rectification, that one must 
diminish the height of the cross beam? Why was a solution not 
suggested in the case of a sukka? 


The Gemara answers: With regard to sukka, since it is a mitzva 
by Torah law, the mishna teaches that it is unfit, as, if it is not 
constructed in the proper manner, no mitzva is fulfilled. How- 
ever, with regard to an alleyway, where the entire prohibition 
of carrying is only by rabbinic law, the mishna teaches the 
method of rectification,’ as the cross beam comes only to rec- 
tify a rabbinic prohibition but does not involve a mitzva by 
Torah law. 


BACKGROUND 

Cubit [ama] - max: Several different lengths are 
referred to by this name. The physical origin of the 
measure is the distance from the elbow to the end 
of the middle finger, which is called ama in Hebrew. 
The common cubit is six handbreadths long, equal to 
48 cm according to one opinion and 57.6 cm according 
to another. However, in the Talmud one also finds men- 
tion of a short cubit, which is five handbreadths long. In 
addition, there were two other cubits that were used 
in the Temple for special measurements; one was half a 
fingerbreadth longer and one was a full fingerbreadth 
longer than the standard cubit. 


HALAKHA 
A sukka that is more than twenty cubits high - 7310 
mars Dwyn Toya mnia ww: A sukka that is more 
than twenty cubits high i is unfit, in accordance with the 
opinion of the first tanna in the mishna (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 633:1). 


A sukka that is not even ten handbreadths high - 
DDV Wy MATa APRH TDD: A sukka that is less than 
ten ‘handbreadths high is unfit (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 633:8). 


A sukka that does not have three walls - pxw naw 
mot vow mtb: A sukka that does not have three walls 
as defined by the Sages is unfit (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 630:2). 


Whose sunlight is greater than its shade - apang 
anbyn mama: A sukka through whose roofing more 
sunlight passes than the shade it provides is unfit 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 631:1). 


An alleyway that is higher than twenty cubits - ia 
TAN D Wyn FI NITO: If the cross beam placed over 
the entrance to an alleyway to permit carrying in the 
alleyway on Shabbat is more than twenty cubits off 
the ground, it is unfit, and one may not carry in the 
alleyway. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:26). 


NOTES 


The placement of the tractate - napaan 119: The Rambam 
explains the placement of tractate Sukka in the order of Moed. 
After presenting the halakhot of Shabbat, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
sought to elucidate the halakhot of the three pilgrimage Festi- 
vals, albeit with certain digressions. He began with the festival 
of Passover in tractate Pesahim. As there is no tractate devoted 
to the festival of Shavuot, he proceeded to tractate Sukka, in 
which the numerous mitzvot tied to the festival of Sukkot are 
discussed. Then he proceeded to tractate Beitza, in which the 
general halakhot common to all of the Festivals are discussed. 
According to Rav Sherira Gaon in Sefer Yuhasin, the order of 
the tractates is based on the calendar, and therefore tractate 
Pesahim is followed by tractates Rosh HaShana, Yoma, which 
deals with Yom Kippur, and only then Sukka. 

In terms of the sequence of topics within the tractate, al- 
though the mitzva of /ulav and the four species appears in the 
Torah prior to the mitzva of sukka, the halakhot of the latter 
appear first in the tractate because the festival of Sukkot is 
named for that mitzva. Furthermore, one begins to engage in 
the mitzva of sukka by seeing to its construction prior to the Fes- 
tival, while one begins to engage in the mitzva of lulav and the 
four species only on the first day of the Festival (Arukh LaNer). 


More than twenty cubits high - may on wy nya ania: 
Some early commentaries noted a certain redundancy in this 
phrase, as in the mishna both the term high [gevoha] and the 
term above [/emala] are used (see Melekhet Shlomo). They ex- 
plained that the duplication underscores that the reference is 
to the height of the roofing, i.e., the distance from the roofing 
to the floor of the sukka, and not to the height of the walls 
of the sukka or the height of the top of the roofing (see Ritva 
and others). 


The beam of an alleyway — "1372 Nip: The Gemara is referring 
to an alleyway that is surrounded by walls on three sides and 
open on the fourth side, adjacent to the public domain. Al- 
though by Torah law the alleyway is a private domain, since it is 
utilized by the residents of several courtyards that open into the 
alleyway, the Sages decreed that one may not carry an object 
from a courtyard to the alleyway, or vice versa, without first 
establishing a merging of the alleyways. This is accomplished 
as follows: First, the residents of the different courtyards unite 
by placing jointly owned food in one of the courtyards, render- 
ing them partners. Second, the open side of the alleyway is 
sealed off from the public domain with a symbolic partition. 


This sealing is effected either by placing a side post adjacent 
to one side of the entrance to the alleyway or by placing a 
crossbeam over the entrance. 


Diminish - pyr: The mishna states that one must diminish the 
height of the beam and does not state that one must lower the 
beam, because the objective of diminishing the space between 
the ground and the beam can be accomplished either by lower- 
ing the beam or by raising the ground (Ritva). 


Unfit and rectification - xmp maps: Rashi and other com- 
mentaries explain that the term unfit is used with regard to 
halakhot that are explicitly stated in the Torah, as that case calls 
for unequivocal, decisive language. See Tosafot, who explain 
that unfit is a harsh expression, and it would have been more 
appropriate to express the halakha in less severe terms. Oth- 
ers explain that the question of the Gemara was not why the 
mishna did not use the term unfit in the case of the alleyway, 
as establishing the merging of the alleyways is optional, and 
the residents of the courtyards may choose not to establish it. 
However, in the case of the sukka, which is an obligation, if it 
was not constructed properly it is indeed unfit (Rabbi Aharon 
HaLevi; Ritva). 
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NOTES =—————————_- 
And there shall be a sukka for shade, etc. - byb TIN TDD) 
"131: This is the meaning of the verse: The sukka provides shade, 


provides shelter from the storm, and shields from the rain 
(Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Josafot). 


In sukkot shall you reside seven days - nyaw iawn niawa 
2»: The proof from this verse is from the fact that the verse 
begins with the words “in sukkot shall you reside.” It means: 
First build a structure that is a sukka, i.e., a structure that is 
clearly identifiable as a temporary structure (Ritva; see Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan and Arukh LaNer). 


BACKGROUND 
Ashterot Karnayim — 031p niany: Many identify this with 
Ashtarot, a large city east of the Jordan River, whose ruins 
are approximately 30 km east of the Sea of Galilee. From the 
description here, it appears that it was located in a valley 
surrounded by steep mountains to the point that no sunlight 
reached it at all. 
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The Gemara suggests an alternative explanation: And if you 
wish, say instead that even with regard to matters prohibited by 
Torah law, it would have been appropriate for the mishna to 
teach a method of rectification. However, with regard to sukka, 
whose matters are numerous, it categorically teaches that it 
is unfit. Merely diminishing the height of a sukka is insufficient 
to render it fit; the sukka must also satisfy requirements govern- 
ing its size, its walls, and its roofing. Teaching the remedy for 
each disqualification would have required lengthy elaboration. 
With regard to an alleyway, however, whose matters are not 
numerous, the mishna teaches the method of rectification. 
Once the height is diminished, it is permitted to carry in the 


alleyway. 


§ After clarifying its formulation, the Gemara addresses the 
halakha in the mishna and asks: From where are these matters, 
i.e. the halakha that a sukka may not exceed a height of twenty 
cubits, derived? 


Rabba said that it is derived as the verse states: “So that your 
future generations will know that I caused the children of 
Israel to reside in sukkot when I took them out of the land of 
Egypt” (Leviticus 23:43). In a sukka up to twenty cubits high, 
even without a concerted effort, a person is aware that he is 
residing in a sukka. His eye catches sight of the roofing, evoking 
the sukka and its associated mitzvot. However, in a sukka that is 
more than twenty cubits high, a person is not aware that he 
is residing in a sukka because his eye does not involuntarily 
catch sight of the roof, as at that height, without a concerted 
effort one would not notice the roofing. 


Rabbi Zeira said that it is derived from here: The verse states: 
“And there shall be a sukka for shade" in the daytime from the 
heat, and for refuge and cover from storm and from rain” (Isaiah 
4:6). In a sukka up to twenty cubits high, a person is sitting in 
the shade of the sukka, i.e., the shade of the roofing; in a sukka 
that is more than twenty cubits high, a person is not sitting in 
the shade of the roofing of the sukka but rather in the shade 
of the walls of the sukka, as their considerable height provides 
constant shade, rendering the shade of the roofing irrelevant. 


Abaye said to him: But ifit is so that one is required to sit in the 
shade of the roofing of the sukka, then in the case of one who 
makes his sukka in Ashterot Karnayim,’ which is located be- 
tween two mountains that prevent sunlight from reaching there, 
so too, it is not a fit sukka, since he is not sitting in the shade of 
the roofing. 


Rabbi Zeira said to him: The two cases are not comparable; 
there, if one theoretically removes the Ashterot Karnayim 
mountains that obstruct the sunlight, there is still the shade of 
the roofing of the sukka. In that case, the sukka is properly 
constructed and there are only external factors that affect the 
sunlight. However, here, in the case of a sukka that is more than 
twenty cubits high, if one theoretically removes the walls of the 
sukka, there is no shade provided by the roofing of the sukka, 
since throughout the day sunlight will enter the sukka beneath 
the roofing from where the walls used to be. 


Rava said that the halakha is derived from here: “In sukkot 
shall you reside seven days” (Leviticus 23:42). The Torah 
said: For the entire seven days, emerge from the permanent 
residence in which you reside year round and reside in a 
temporary residence, the sukka. In constructing a sukka up 
to twenty cubits high, a person can render his residence a 
temporary residence, as up to that height one can construct a 
structure that is not sturdy; however, in constructing a sukka 
above twenty cubits high, one cannot render his residence 
a temporary residence; rather, he must construct a sturdy 
permanent residence, which is unfit for use as a sukka. 
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Abaye said to him: But if that is so, then if he constructed a sukka 
with steel partitions and placed roofing over them, so too, there, say 
that it would not be a fit sukka, as any sukka constructed as a perma- 
nent residence would be unfit. However, there is no opinion that 
deems a sukka of that sort unfit. 


Rava said to him in response that this is what I am saying to you: In 
a case where one constructs a sukka up to twenty cubits high, a height 
that a person typically constructs a temporary residence, when he 
constructs a structure of that height that is sturdy like a permanent 
residence, he also fulfills his obligation. However, in a case where one 
constructs a sukka more than twenty cubits high, a height that a 
person typically constructs a permanent residence, even when he 
constructs it in a less sturdy fashion like a temporary residence, he 
does not fulfill his obligation. 


The Gemara explains why each of the Sages cited his own source and 
did not accept the sources cited by the others. All of them, Rabbi 
Zeira and Rava, did not say that the fact that a sukka more than twenty 
cubits high is unfit is derived from the verse: “So that your future 
generations will know that I caused the children of Israel to reside in 
sukkot when I took them out of the land of Egypt” (Leviticus 23:43), 
as did Rabba, because in their opinion that verse does not mandate 
one to be aware that he is sitting in a sukka; rather, it mandates 
knowledge for future generations of the exodus from Egypt. 


Similarly, they, Rabba and Rava, also did not say that it is derived from 
the verse: “And there shall be a sukka for shade in the daytime from 
the heat” (Isaiah 4:6), as did Rabbi Zeira, because in their opinion it 
is with regard to the messianic era that this verse is written. It means 
that God will be a shield and a shelter for the Jewish people; it is not 
referring to the structure of a sukka. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Zeira, how would he respond to this 
objection? The Gemara answers that Rabbi Zeira could say: If it is so 
that the verse is merely a metaphor, let the verse say: And there shall 
bea canopy for shade in the daytime from the heat, which is the term 
used in the previous verse. And what is the meaning of: “And there 
shall be a sukka for shade in the daytime from the heat”? Learn from 
it two matters: One is the plain meaning of the verse, that God will 
be a canopy of glory for the Jewish people, and the second is that the 
essence of a sukka is to have the roofing provide shade. 


They, Rabba and Rabbi Zeira, also did not say that it is derived from 
the verse: “In sukkot shall you reside seven days” (Leviticus 23:42), as 
did Rava, due to the difficulty raised by Abaye with regard to a sukka 
with steel partitions. Since there is a weakness in each of the sources, 
it is understandable why the other Sages did not accept it. 


§ The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that which 
Rabbi Yoshiya said that Rav said: The dispute between Rabbi 
Yehuda and the Rabbis with regard to the fitness of a sukka more than 
twenty cubits high" is specifically in a case where the walls of the 
sukka do not reach up to the roofing; however, in a case where the 
walls of the sukka reach up to the roofing, the Rabbis concede that 
even if the roofing is more than twenty cubits high, it is fit. In ac- 
cordance with whose opinion is it? 


It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabba, who says that the 
reason that a sukka that high is unfit is because the eye does not auto- 
matically catch sight of the roofing. And since the walls of the sukka 
reach the roofing, the eye catches sight of the roofing," as the person 
will follow the walls all the way up to the roofing despite their consid- 
erable height. However, if the roofing is not contiguous with the top 
of the walls, a person does not notice it without a concerted effort. 


HALAKHA 


A sukka more than twenty cubits high - nwa mD 
mas DWY: A sukka more than twenty cubits high is 
unfit, whether it is large or small, whether or not the 
walls reach the roofing. That is because the halakha 
was ruled in accordance with Rava's understanding 
of the mishna. The ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava either because the premise through- 
out rabbinic literature is that a sukka is a temporary 
residence, or because the discussion in the Gemara 
here appears to be based on his understanding, or 
because he is the latest amora cited in the Gemara and 
the halakha is ruled in accordance with the opinion of 
the latest amora (Rif; Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi; Ra‘avad; 
Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 633:1). 


NOTES 


And since the walls of the sukka reach the roofing 
the eye catches sight of the roofing — ni3577 1V3) 
spy ma xvdy vba yap) niya: Many explain that 
the eye follows the walls of the sukka to the top, lead- 
ing one sitting in the sukka to see the roofing and be 
aware that he is indeed sitting in a sukka. Others ex- 
plain that since the walls reach the roofing, one sitting 
in the sukka cannot see outside the sukka. Since his 
sightline is limited to the interior of the sukka, he will 
take note of the roofing as well (Rav Yehuda ben Rav 
Binyamin HaRofeh). Rabbi Aharon HaLevi and the Ritva 
explain that since the walls reach the roofing, one in 
the sukka will sense that he is surrounded on all sides 
by the walls and the roofing of the sukka. 
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NOTES 
And since the sukka is spacious there is shade — KT? 1") 
by ax: Apparently these measurements are based on the fact 
that even at noon, the sun in Eretz Yisrael and in Babylonia is not 
directly overhead but shines at an angle. Based on that angle and 
the ratio between the width of the sukka and the height of the 
walls, it is possible to calculate whether the shade on the floor of 
the sukka is provided by the roofing. 


BACKGROUND 


And since the sukka is spacious there is shade — K% M117 |P31 
by: This is a theoretical discussion, as in reality, at the latitude of 
Eretz Yisrael and certainly that of Babylonia, in a sukka four cubits 
wide and twenty cubits high no sun will reach the floor of the 


sukka from the roofing even at noon on the summer solstice, 


since the sun will still appear several degrees to the south. Only 
in areas considerably closer to the equator is the sun ever directly 
overhead. 
Zenith 
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Winter and summer solstices as seen from the northern hemisphere 
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The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that 
which Rav Huna said that Rav said: The dispute between 
Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis with regard to the fitness of a 
sukka more than twenty cubits high is specifically in a case 
where there is not an area of four cubits by four cubits in 
the sukka; however, in a case where there is an area of more 
than four cubits by four cubits in the sukka, the Rabbis 
concede that even if the roofing is more than twenty cubits 
high, it is fit. In accordance with whose opinion is it? 


It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira, who 
says that a sukka that high is unfit due to the shade that is 
provided by the walls and not by the roofing; and since the 
sukka in this case is spacious and has a large area, there is 
shade"? from the roofing of the sukka and not only from the 
walls. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that 
which Rav Hanan bar Rabba said that Rav said: The dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis with regard to the 
fitness of a sukka more than twenty cubits high is specifically 
in a case where the sukka is only large enough to hold one’s 
head, most of his body, and his table, as, if the sukka were 
smaller, it would not qualify as a sukka; however, in a case 
where it is sufficiently large to hold more than one’s head, 
most of his body, and his table, even if it is more than twen- 
ty cubits high, it is fit. In accordance with whose opinion is 
it? It is not in accordance with the opinion of any one of 
them. This statement cannot be explained according to any 
of the rationales for the fact that a sukka more than twenty 
cubits high is unfit. 


With regard to the three aforementioned halakhot, the 
Gemara notes: Granted, the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya 
differs from the statements of Rav Huna and Rav Hanan bar 
Rabba, as they are providing the measure of the extent of 
the sukka while he is not providing a measure. In Rabbi 
Yoshiya’s opinion, the halakha is based on whether the top of 
the walls reach the roofing, which indicates a fundamentally 
different understanding of the issue of a sukka more than 
twenty cubits high. 


However, in terms of Rav Huna and Rav Hanan bar Rabba, 
let us say that it is with regard to the minimum size required 
for fitness of a sukka that they disagree; as one Sage, Rav 
Huna, holds: The minimum size required for fitness of a 
sukka is four by four cubits, and the other Sage, Rav Hanan 
bar Rabba, holds: The minimum size required for fitness of 
a sukka is one that holds one’s head, and most of his body, 
and his table. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, there is no need to 
explain their dispute that way, as it could be explained that 
everyone, i.e., Rav Huna and Rav Hanan bar Rabba, agrees 
that the minimum size required for fitness of a sukka is one 
that holds one’s head, and most of his body, and his table. 
And here, it is with regard to this that they disagree: One 
Sage, Rav Hanan bar Rabba, holds that Rabbi Yehuda and 
the Rabbis disagree only with regard to a sukka more than 
twenty cubits high in a case where it holds the person’s head, 
and most of his body, and his table. However, in a case 
where it is larger than one that holds one’s head, and most 
of his body, and his table, everyone agrees that the sukka is 
fit regardless of its height. 


And one Sage, Rav Huna, holds that it is with regard to a 
sukka that ranges in size from one that holds one’s head, and 
most of his body, and his table up to one that is four by four 
cubits that they disagree; however, if the sukka is more than 
four by four cubits, everyone agrees that it is fit. 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: A sukka 
that is more than twenty cubits high is unfit. Rabbi 
Yehuda deems a sukka fit even if it is up to forty or fifty 
cubits high." 


Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident involving 
Queen Helene’ in Lod® where her sukka was more than 
twenty cubits high, and the Elders were entering and 
exiting the sukka and did not say anything to her about 
the sukka not being fit. 

The Rabbis said to him: Is there proof from there? She was, 
after all, awoman and therefore exempt from the mitzva 
of sukka. Consequently, the fact that her sukka was not fit 
did not warrant a comment from the Elders. 

Rabbi Yehuda said to them in response: Didn’t she have 
seven sons and therefore require a fit sukka? And fur- 
thermore, she performed all of her actions only in ac- 
cordance with the directives of the Sages." 


Before analyzing the objection being raised from the baraita, 
the Gemara seeks to understand its content. Why do I need 
Rabbi Yehuda to teach: And furthermore, she performed 
all of her actions only in accordance with the directives of 
the Sages? His first contention was sufficient. 


The Gemara answers that this is what Rabbi Yehuda is say- 
ing to them: If you say that Helene’s sons were minor sons 
and minors are exempt from the mitzva of sukka, and that 
is why the Elders said nothing; since they were seven sons, 
then itis not possible that there was not at least one among 
them who no longer needed his mother to look after him. 
The halakha is that a minor who no longer needs his mother 
has reached the age of training and is required to fulfill the 
mitzva of sukka by rabbinic law. Even if she gave birth to 
them in consecutive years, the oldest would be seven years 
old, and at that age a child does not need his mother to 
constantly look after him. 


And if you say that a child who no longer needs his 
mother’ is obligated in the mitzva of sukka only by rab- 
binic law, and Queen Helene did not observe rabbinic law, 
come and hear that which Rabbi Yehuda said: And further- 
more, she performed all ofher actions only in accordance 
with the directives of the Sages. 


The Gemara explores the statements of the amora’im who 
quoted Rav in light of this baraita. Granted, according to 
the one, Rabbi Yoshiya, who said that it is specifically in a 
case where the walls of the sukka do not reach up to the 
roofing that there is a dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and 
the Rabbis, the baraita can be explained as dealing with a 
sukka of that type, as it is customary for a queen to reside 
in a sukka in which the walls do not reach up to the roofing, 


PERSONALITIES 


Queen Helene - navan yn: Helene, or in Greek EXévn, was 
queen of Adiabene, a small country subjugated to the Parthian 
Empire. Located on the Tigris River, it was situated in what 
is today northern Syria. More than a generation prior to the 
destruction of the Second Temple, Helene and her two sons, 
Munbaz and Izats converted to Judaism, apparently along with 
much of the local nobility. 

Queen Helene and her two sons maintained strong ties to 
the Jewish community in Eretz Yisrael. They would send sub- 
stantial gifts to the Temple and enormous sums of money to 
assist the poor in years of drought. It is plausible that members 
of the royal family of Adiabene are buried in the magnificent 
Graves of the Kings in Jerusalem. 

As mentioned in the Talmud, Queen Helene was a righteous 
proselyte who accepted upon herself all elements of halakha 
as taught to her by the Sages. 


Sarcophagus of Queen Helene 


NOTES 

Forty or fifty cubits high - max mam Dya: The com- 
mentaries noted that at times, when amoraiim state a halakha 
with two different measures, they are referring specifically to 
those precise numbers. In those cases, the Sages will seek to 
ascertain to understand why those specific numbers were pre- 
sented. However, at times, as in this case, when the numbers 
cited are a rhetorical instrument to indicate a large number, 
and in fact even a sukka of one hundred cubits is fit, there is 
no attempt to ascertain why those particular numbers were 
chosen (Ritva; see Josafot). 


And furthermore she performed all of her actions only 
in accordance with the directives of the Sages — bs Ty) 
omama by sexy anwy wh mwyn: An alternate version of this 
incident appears in the Tosefta and in the Jerusalem Talmud, 
which renders the Gemara's discussion of the baraita moot. 
The alternate version reads: She had seven sons who were 
Torah scholars. Therefore, there is no need to prove that the 
sukka that she built was fit. 

With regard to the second reason cited: She performed all 
of her actions only in accordance with the directives of the 
Sages, some explain that it could be understood that although 
Queen Helene was a woman, she wished to go beyond the 
letter of the law and reside in a sukka. Since she opted to build 
the sukka, she certainly built it properly and in accordance 
with the specifications of the Sages (Sefat Emet). 


A child who no longer needs his mother - PY% iyxw jop 
ware): The early and later commentaries discussed at length 
whether the obligation of a minor to reside in a sukka is based 
on the general mitzva to train the child in the performance 
of mitzvot, or whether there is a special rabbinic ordinance 
obligating children who no longer need their mothers to 
reside in the sukka. 


BACKGROUND 


Lod — “ib: Lod was one of the oldest towns in Judea. It grew 
in significance toward the end of the Second Temple period, 
and it served as an important cultural center for many genera- 
ions after the destruction of the Temple. Some of the greatest 
tannaiim lived there, including Rabbi Eliezer the Great, ben 
Hyrcanus, Rabbi Tarfon, and others. Several important ordi- 
nances were instituted in the upper chamber of the house of 
itza in Lod. After the bar Kokheva revolt the town remained 
an important Torah center. Among the great amoraim who 
ived there were Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, Rabbi Simlai, Rabbi 
Yitzhak bar Nahmani, Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, his son Rabbi 
Yehuda, and Rabbi Aha. 
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LANGUAGE 
Small rooms [kitoniyyot] - niniwp: From the Greek 
Kottos, koitos, meaning bedroom. The Sages used this 
word in reference to any small room. 


HALAKHA 
His head and most of his body and his table - iw 
iawn jan: A sukka must be large enough to contain 
the head, most of the body, and at least part of the table 
of the person sitting in the sukka. Therefore, the sukka 
must measure seven by seven handbreadths. This ruling 
is in accordance with Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak, who ruled 


in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai (Rif; Ran). 


If the sukka is square, seven by seven handbreadths is 
sufficient. If the sukka is rectangular or triangular with an 


area of a bit more than forty-nine square handbreadths, 
the sukka is unfit (Taz; Magen Avraham, Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 6341). 
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due to the fresh air that circulates through the openings in the 
wall. However, according to the one who said that it is specifically 
in the case of a small sukka that there is a dispute between Rabbi 
Yehuda and the Rabbis, in which case the baraita is referring to a case 
where Queen Helene resided in a small sukka, is it customary for a 
queen to reside in a small sukka whose area is less than four cubits 
squared? Rabba bar Rav Adda said: This ruling is necessary only 
in the case of a sukka that is constructed with several small rooms 
[kitoniyyot].' The sukka was large, but it was subdivided into many 
small rooms, each of which was smaller than four square cubits. 


Again, the Gemara asks: Is it then customary for a queen to reside 
in a sukka constructed with several small rooms without leaving a 
large room in which she could assemble her family and servants? Rav 
Ashi said: This ruling is necessary only with regard to the compart- 
ments in the sukka. It was indeed a large sukka with a large central 
room; however, there were many small rooms adjacent to the main 
room. It is with regard to this type of sukka that there is a tannaitic 
dispute. 


The Rabbis hold: Her sons were residing in a full-fledged sukka 

with a large central room, which everyone agrees was fit. However, 
she often resided in the small rooms due to modesty, to avoid being 
in the public eye. And for that reason the Elders did not say any- 
thing to her, as even if the small rooms were too small relative to the 

height of the sukka, there was no problem since her sons did not sit 

in them. And Rabbi Yehuda holds: Her sons would occasionally 
reside with her in the small room, and even so, the Elders did not 

say anything to her, indicating that a sukka more than twenty cubits 

high is fit even in a small sukka. Now that the Tosefta can be explained 

according to all the statements cited by the amora’im in the name of 
Rav, no proof can be cited with regard to the essence of the dispute 

between Rabbi Yehuda and the Rabbis with regard to a small sukka 

more than twenty cubits high. 


§ Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak said: The halakha is that one’s sukka 
must be large enough to hold his head, and most of his body, and 
his table." Rabbi Abba said to him, astonished: In accordance with 
whose opinion did you rule? Was it in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai? This is the subject of a dispute between Beit Sham- 
mai and Beit Hillel, and according to Beit Hillel it is sufficient for the 
sukka to be large enough to hold one’s head and most of his body; it 
need not be large enough to hold his table as well. The halakhic ruling 
that you issued is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai, 
despite the fact that in disputes between Beit Shammai and Beit Hil- 
lel, the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel. Rav 
Shmuel bar Yitzhak said to him: Rather, in accordance with whose 
opinion should I rule? Yes, my ruling is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Beit Shammai because in this case that is the halakha. 


Some say that the exchange between the amora’im was slightly dif- 
ferent. Rabbi Abba said: Who stated that opinion to you? Rav 
Shmuel bar Yitzhak said to him: It was Beit Shammai," and never- 
theless do not budge from it, as that is the established halakha. Based 
on either version of the exchange, there is a dispute between Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel with regard to the minimum measure of a 


small sukka. 


NOTES 


Beit Shammai - »xav m33: Some explain the different versions 
of the response of Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak: Rather, in accordance 
with whose opinion should | rule; and: It is Beit Shammai and 
nevertheless do not budge from it, to indicate another dispute, 
namely, whether or not Beit Shammai ruled the practical hala- 


first expression, Beit Shammai never actually issued a ruling in 
accordance with their opinion, and it is Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak 
who issued that ruling. According to the second expression, Beit 
Shammai issued the ruling and Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak adopted 
that ruling (Arukh LaNer). 


kha in accordance with their own opinion. According to the 
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Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak strongly objects to this assumption: 
From where do you conclude that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel 
disagree with regard to the minimum measure of a small sukka? 
Perhaps it is with regard to a large sukka that they disagree, and 
in a case where one is sitting at the entrance of the sukka and his 
table is inside the house." As Beit Shammai hold that we issue a 
decree to prohibit one from sitting that way lest he be drawn after 
his table while eating, to the extent that his head and most of his 
body will be inside the house and not inside the sukka. And Beit 
Hillel hold that we do not issue that decree. 


And the language of the mishna is also precise, as it teaches: In 
the case of one whose head and most of his body were in the 
sukka and his table was in the house, Beit Shammai deem it unfit 
and Beit Hillel deem it fit. And if it is so that the dispute is with 
regard to the minimum measure of the sukka, the formulation of the 
mishna is missing the essential point. The distinction between a 
sukka that holds and a sukka that does not hold his head and most 
of his body is what the mishna needed to say. Since the mishna does 
not make that distinction, apparently the dispute is not with regard 
to the minimum measure of a sukka. 


The Gemara questions this conclusion: And in the case of a small 
sukka do Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel not disagree? But isn’t it 
taught in another baraita: A sukka that holds his head, and most 
of his body, and his table is fit. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: It is 
unfit until it measures at least four cubits by four cubits. 


And it is taught in yet another baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: Any sukka that does not have an area of at least four cubits 
by four cubits is unfit. And the Rabbis say: Even if it holds only 
his head and most of his body, it is fit. However, the term: His 
table, is not taught in this baraita. If so, these two tannaitic sources 
contradict each other, as each attributes a different opinion to the 
Rabbis. Rather, must one not conclude from it that this baraita, in 
which: His table, is taught, is in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Shammai, while that baraita, in which: His table, is not taught, is 
in accordance with the opinion of Beit Hillel? Apparently, they do 
dispute the minimum measure of a small sukka. 


Mar Zutra said: And the language of the mishna is also precise, 
and it indicates that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel indeed dispute 
the minimum measure of a small sukka from the fact that it teaches: 
Beit Shammai deem it unfit and Beit Hillel deem it fit. And if it 
is so that the dispute is with regard to the conduct of one sitting at 
the entrance of a large sukka, then Beit Shammai say: He did not 
fulfill his obligation, and Beit Hillel say: He fulfilled his obligation, 
is what the mishna needed to say. However, the terms fit and unfit 
indicate that the dispute is with regard to the halakhic status of the 
sukka itself, not the individual’s behavior. 


The Gemara asks: But if that is so, the formulation of the mishna: 
One whose head and most of his body were in the sukka, is difficult, 
as it indicates that the dispute is with regard to where in the sukka 
he was sitting. The mishna does not say: A sukka that holds his head 
and most of his body, which would indicate that the dispute is with 
regard to the minimum measure of the sukka. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, they disagree with regard to two 
issues; they disagree with regard to the minimum measure of a 
small sukka," and they disagree with regard to where one may sit 
in a large sukka. And the mishna is incomplete and this is what it 
is teaching:" One whose head and most of his body were in the 
sukka and his table was in the house, Beit Shammai say that he 
did not fulfill his obligation and Beit Hillel say that he fulfilled his 
obligation. And with regard to a sukka that holds only his head and 
most of his body, Beit Shammai deem it unfit and Beit Hillel 
deem it fit. In this way, the dispute in the mishna is understood as 
relating to the measure of a small sukka and the manner in which 
one fulfills his obligation in a large sukka. 


HALAKHA 


And his table is inside the house - ma Jina igw: 
One sitting in a sukka must have his head, most of 
his body, and his table with him in the sukka, as in 
this matter too, the halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Beit Shammai (Rif; Rambam; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 634:4). 


NOTES 


Lest he be drawn and a small sukka - wn” Kaw 
map TaD: The Gemara proves that Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel disagree with regard to two related matters: 

One dispute is with regard to an individual whose table 
is outside the sukka, and the other is with regard to the 
minimum area of a sukka. Ultimately, the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai in both 
matters (see Ritva). However, many of the early com- 
mentaries claim that there is no link between these 
halakhot because they can be understood as unrelated 
topics: One about the area of the sukka, and the other 
about the decree: Lest one be drawn after his table. 
Many of the early authorities claim, in fact, that with 

regard to the area of the sukka, the halakha was indeed 

ruled in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai; 
however, with regard to the decree, the halakha is not 
in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai (Rabbi 

Yitzhak ibn Giat; Sefer Hashlama; Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; 
Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). Some explain that the ruling 

with regard to the decree: Lest one be drawn, is not 
based on the Gemara here but on the conclusion in 

the Jerusalem Talmud that Beit Hillel concede to the 
opinion of Beit Shammai (Rishon LeTziyyon). 


And the mishna is incomplete and this is what it is 
teaching - 280p 2m KIN niem: This explanation 
appears extensively i in the Gemara; however, as a rule, 
it is not proposing to emend the text of the mishna. 
The addition introduced by the Gemara is an elabora- 
tion upon that which is written in the mishna, which is 
unclear as written. The addition facilitates understand- 
ing of the mishna. 
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NOTES 


A house in which there is not an area of four cubits by four 
cubits — nia yax by Diax yI 12 px ma: See Tosafot, 
who cite additional halakhot from the Jerusalem Talmud in 
which the legal status of a house in which there is an area of 
less than four by four cubits is not that of a house. However, 
later commentaries note that not in every case where house 
is mentioned in the Torah must the structure have an area of 
at least four by four cubits. The distinction is between mitzvot 
where the house is integral to the mitzva and therefore requires 
an area of four by four cubits, and mitzvot where the house is 
incidental to the mitzva, e.g., in the verse: “Do not bring an 
abomination into your house” (Deuteronomy 7:26), and the 
area of the house is irrelevant (Arukh LaNer; Emek Sukkot). 


BACKGROUND 

Leprosy of the house — D73 1933: By Torah law (see Leviticus 
14:33-57), if leprous spots appear in a house, all the objects in 
the house must be removed in order to prevent them from 
becoming ritually impure, after which a priest is brought to 
examine the house. If the priest confirms that there is evidence 
of leprosy, the house is quarantined for a week, after which it 
is reexamined by the priest. If the leprous spots darkened or 
disappeared, the house is declared ritually pure. If the spots 
remained unchanged, the house is quarantined for a second 
week. If the spots have then darkened, the house is declared 
ritually pure after the purification process described below. 
However, if the spots remain unchanged or have spread, the af- 
fected parts of the house are removed and replaced with new 
materials, after which the house is quarantined for a third week. 
If the spots reappear, the entire house must be destroyed, and 
its stones are disposed of in a ritually impure place. 

A leprous house renders people and objects inside it ritually 
impure, with the exception of objects in hermetically sealed 
earthenware containers. If the house is declared free of leprosy, 
it is purified by a process involving birds, cedar wood, and red 
thread, parallel to the purification process of a leprous person. 
There are many halakhic restrictions with regard to the ap- 
plicability of the laws pertaining to leprous houses, including 
the restriction that they apply only to structures at least four 
by four cubits in size. 
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§ Apropos the above discussion, the Gemara asks: Who is the 
tanna who taught that which the Sages taught: The halakhic 
status of a house in which there is not an area of four cubits by 
four cubits" is not that of a house? Therefore, halakhot in the 
Torah or the mishna that are relevant to a house do not apply toa 
house that size. Consequently, it is exempt from the mitzva of 
placing a mezuza" on its doorpost; and it is exempt from the 
obligation of establishing a parapet" around its roof; and it does 
not become ritually impure with leprosy of the house."* And its 
sale is not rendered final in the same manner as the sale of hous- 
es within walled cities." The owner of a house in a walled city 
who sells his house has the option to buy it back from the pur- 
chaser within one year of the sale. If he fails to do so, the sale is 
rendered final and the house does not return to the original own- 
er during the Jubilee Year (see Leviticus 25:29-31). 


And one does not return from the ranks of soldiers waging war 
for a house that size," as would one who built a house with an area 
greater than four by four cubits (see Deuteronomy 20:5). And one 
need not join the houses in the courtyards for a house with that 
area. If there is more than one house in a courtyard, it is prohib- 
ited by rabbinic law to carry in that courtyard unless the residents 
of each of the houses contribute food that is placed in one of the 
houses, thereby rendering them joint-owners of the courtyard. 
The resident ofa house with an area of less than four by four cubits 
need not participate in this joining of courtyards. And one need 
not merge the courtyards that open into an alleyway for a court- 
yard in which the area of its only house is less than four by four 
cubits. In this case, too, the resident of that courtyard need not 
participate in the merging of alleyways. And one does not place 
the food collected for the aforementioned joining [eiruv] of 
courtyards in this house but rather in a house with an area of at 
least four by four cubits. 


HALAKHA 


A house with regard to the mitzva of placing a mezuza - m3 


mma ayn: Only a house with an area o 
cubits requires that a mezuza be affixed 
The house need not be square; rather, a 
with an area of sixteen square cubits is ob 
of mezuza (Rambam as interpreted by the 
Yoreh De'a 286:13). 


A house with regard to a parapet - mpyn paw ma: A house 


with an area of less than four by four cu 


as houses, and the legal status of a structure with an area of 
less than four by four cubits is not that of a house (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 14:6). 


at least four by four 
upon its doorposts. 
house of any shape 
igated in the mitzva 
Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, 


A house among houses within walled cities - 33 ma 
main ‘Ww: The legal status of a house with an area of less 
than four by four cubits is that of land, not that of a house. 
Therefore, it is not sold in perpetuity like other houses within 
walled cities; rather, even after one year, one may redeem 


bits is exempt from the house from the purchaser, and it reverts back to its origi- 


nal owner in the Jubilee Year. The Torah uses the term house 


the mitzva of having a parapet built on the roof because it is 
not classified as a house with regard to those halakhot (Sefer 
Meiirat Einayim). Some say that if the area of the structure is 
greater than sixteen square cubits, even if it is not square- 
shaped, one is obligated to build a parapet on the roof due 
to the potential danger (Arukh HaShulhan; Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 427:2). 


A house that becomes ritually impure with leprosy - ma 
D3 KAVIT: A house with an area of less than four by four 
cubits does not become ritually impure with leprosy of the 
house, as by Torah law leprosy afflicts only structures classified 


with regard to the halakhot of walled cities, and therefore, 
the halakha applies only to a structure at least four by four 
cubits in size (Radbaz; Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot Shemitta 
VeYovel 12:12). 


A house with regard to return from the ranks of the soldiers 
waging war — 73 WAT p2 aaay) ma: One who builds a house 
with an area of less than four by four cubits does not return 
from the ranks of soldiers waging war, in accordance with 
the conclusion of the Gemara here (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Melakhim 7:5). 
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And one does not render it an extension of the city limits when 
it is located between two cities." Two cities between which 
there is a distance of more than 14114 cubits cannot be joined 
and considered as a single city for the purpose of measuring the 
Shabbat limit for one city from the edge of the second city. 
However if there is a house equidistant between the two cities, 
i.e, a bit more than seventy cubits from each town, the house 
joins the two cities together for the purpose of measuring the 
Shabbat limit. A house in which there is an area of less than four 
by four cubits cannot serve this function; and brothers and 
partners do not divide it, as it is too small to be divided. 


In answer to the question with regard to the identity of the 
tanna of the baraita, the Gemara says: Let us say that the tanna 
of the baraita is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and not the Rabbis, as 
it is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi who holds that a sukka with an area 
of less than four by four cubits is unfit. The Gemara rejects this 
contention: Even if you say that the tanna of the baraita is the 
Rabbis, the Rabbis say that a structure with an area smaller 
than four by four cubits is fit only there, with regard to a sukka, 
which is a temporary residence, because in a temporary resi- 
dence one is willing to confine himself to a small area. However, 
with regard to halakhot relating to a house, which is a perma- 
nent residence, even the Rabbis concede that if it has an area 
of four cubits by four cubits, people reside in it, as it is a func- 
tional house, and if not, people do not reside in it, and its legal 
status is not that of a house at all. 


§ The Gemara briefly discusses the halakhot listed in the bara- 
ita: The Master said that a house in which there is an area of less 
than four by four cubits it is exempt from the mitzva of placing 
a mezuza on its doorpost, and it is exempt from the obligation 
of establishing a parapet around its roof, and it does not be- 
come ritually impure with leprosy of the house. And its sale is 
not rendered final in the same manner as the sale of houses 
within walled cities, and one does not return from the ranks 
of soldiers waging war for a house that size. What is the reason 
for these halakhot? It is due to the fact that “house” is written 
in the Torah with regard to all these halakhot. The legal status 
of a structure with an area of less than four by four cubits is not 
that of a house. 


And by rabbinic law, one need not join the houses in the court- 
yards for a house with that area, and one need not merge" the 
courtyards that open into an alleyway for a courtyard in which 
the area of its only house is less than four by four cubits. And 
one does not place the food collected for the joining of court- 
yards in this house. What is the reason for these halakhot? It is 
due to the fact that it is not fit for residence. The point of the 
joining of courtyards is to transform the courtyard into a resi- 
dence shared by the residents of all its member households, and 
this can be accomplished only by placing the joint food in a 
place whose legal status is that of a house. The Gemara infers 
this from the fact that it is taught in the baraita: And one does 
not place the food of the joining of courtyards in this house," 
but the food of the merging of alleyways, one places in it." 


What is the reason for this distinction? It is due to the fact that 
it is no less a residence than a courtyard in the alleyway. An 
unroofed courtyard is not fit for residence, and nevertheless the 
food for the merging of alleyways may be placed there, as we 
learned in a baraita in tractate Eiruvin (85b): The joining of 
courtyards may be placed in the courtyard and the merging 
of alleyways may be placed in the alleyway. 


NOTES 


An extension of the city limits between two cities - "ay 
Diwy mw pa: This is a concept that is relevant with regard to 
the halakhot of the joining of borders. When determining the 
city limits of any given town, one considers as part of the city 
any house within a certain distance of the city. This distance 
is equal to a bit more than seventy cubits, or the square root 
of 5,000, to be precise. The Shabbat limit is then measured 
from that house. However, there are circumstances where an 
additional vacant area that size is added to the area of the city 
and the Shabbat limit is measured from there. When there is a 
distance of slightly less than twice that distance between the 
cities, the halakhic status of those towns is that of one town. 

In this context, the early authorities disagreed whether, 
when the Gemara said that a house with an area of less than 
four by four cubits is not rendered an extension of the city 
limits when it is located between two cities, it means only 
with regard to merging two cities (see Tosafot), or perhaps it 
means that it does not even serve as an extension of one city 
(Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Ritva). According to the latter opinion, 
when the Gemara said it does not render it an extension of the 
city limits when it is located between two cities, it meant to 
underscore that even in that case it is ineffective. 


Joining and merging - Aw) ayy: A joining of courtyards 
is placed in order to render the legal status of all the residents 
of a given courtyard like that of a family and thereby render it 
permitted to carry in the courtyard. For this purpose, jointly 
owned food is placed in one of the houses in the courtyard 
that is fit for residence, which renders its status like the joint 
residence of all the residents of that courtyard. The merging of 
courtyards is a similar procedure where food belonging to the 
families in different courtyards that open into a shared alleyway 
is placed in one of those courtyards, uniting all the residents 
of the alleyway into residents of the one courtyard. Since the 
purpose of the merging of the alleyways is to permit the use 
of the courtyards and not of the particular houses, as long as 
the food is placed in a secure place inside the courtyard, the 
merging has been established. 


HALAKHA 


A location suitable for placement of a joining of courtyards — 
nivy apy nny KIT Dipa: One may place a joining of 
the courtyards only in a house fit for residence, and not in a 

gatehouse, a portico, or a veranda (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 

366:3). 


A location fit for placement of a merging of the alleyways — 
rw nad +77 Dipa: Food that was designated for estab- 
lishment of a merging of alleyways may be placed in a court- 
yard or in a house with an area of less than four by four cubits 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 386:1). 
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HALAKHA 


One who resides there does not render it prohibited to 
carry — (Dit ite OW 197: One who lives in a gatehouse, 
portico, or veranda in a courtyard, or in a house with an 
area of less than four by four cubits (Peri Megadim; Shulhan 
Arukh HaRav), is not considered to be residing in a full- 
fledged residence. Therefore, even if he fails to participate 
in the joining of the courtyards he does not prevent it from 
taking effect (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 370:1). 


An extension of city limits between two cities - pa Wy 
niwy mw: A house with an area of four by four cubits that 
stands a bit more than seventy cubits from the city limit, 
or from a house close to the city limit, is considered a part 
of the city for the purposes of determining the actual city 
limits and the Shabbat limit that extends beyond the city 
limits (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 398:6). 


A house that is too small to be divided - 1 pxo ma 
apbn pt: The owner of a house that has an area of less 
than four by four cubits does not receive four cubits at its 
entrance when dividing the courtyard, as its legal status is 
not that of a house (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 172:8). 


A courtyard that may be divided - spond Dany wn: 
One need not accept the demands of a partner to divide 
up a courtyard unless the courtyard is large enough for 
each of the partners to receive a portion measuring four 
by four cubits. The four cubits each partner receives for 
each entrance is not factored into the area of the courtyard 
(Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 17111, 3) 


Division of the courtyard according to entrances — npn 
onns 9b ‘wm: If one has a house in a courtyard with a 
single entrance and another has a house in that courtyard 
with multiple entrances, when dividing up the courtyard 
each owner receives four cubits per entrance. The rest 
of the courtyard is divided equally. The early authorities 
discuss whether this extends only to a courtyard that was 
originally ownerless (Rabbi Yosef Migash; Rambam; Rashi; 
and others) or even to an inherited courtyard (Rashi; Rab- 
beinu Hananel; Rema; Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat172:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Huts — papa: These huts were small guard towers. Some 
were well built and were as well fortified as military forti- 
fications. The official tasked with guarding the fields and 
reporting to the military authorities would live in these 
huts. There were also huts that were not built as sturdily, 
which were for temporary use. 


Guard tower 
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And we discussed this halakha: How can the joining of courtyards 

be placed in the courtyard? Didn’t we learn in the mishna: With 

regard to one who placed his joining of courtyards in a gatehouse 

or ina portico [akhsadra],' a roofed structure without walls or with 

incomplete walls, or on a balcony, it is not a fit eiruv. And one who 

resides there, in any of these structures, does not render it prohib- 
ited" for the homeowner and the other residents of the courtyard to 

carry, even if he did not contribute to the eiruv, as the legal status of 
these places is not that of a house. 


Rather, emend the mishna and say: The joining of courtyards is 
placed in one of the full-fledged houses that is in the courtyard, and 
the merging of alleyways is placed even in one of the courtyards that 
opens into the alleyway. And this house whose area is less than four 
by four cubits is no less a residence than one of the courtyards that 
open into the alleyway. 


It is taught in the baraita: And one does not render it an extension 
of the city limits when it is located between two cities." The Gemara 
explains: This means that we do not even render its halakhic status 
like that of huts [burganin]* used by grain watchmen in the fields, 
which join the two cities between which they are located for the 
purpose of measuring the Shabbat limit. What is the reason that it is 
considered less a residence than a watchman’s hut? The Gemara an- 
swers: Watchmen’s huts, even though they are not sturdy, are suited 
for their matters, while this house with an area less than four by four 
cubits is not suited for its matter, as it is not fit for residence. 


It is taught in the baraita: And brothers and partners do not divide 
a house that does not measure at least four by four cubits, as it is too 
small to be divided." The Gemara infers: The reason that a house that 
size is not divided is due to the fact that there is not an area of four 
by four cubits in it; however, if there is an area of four by four cubits 
in it, they divide it. 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn in a mishna: One divides the 
courtyard at the request of one of the heirs or partners only if its area 
is sufficient so that there will be in it four by four cubits for this 
partner or heir and four by four cubits for that partner or heir? Ap- 
parently, in order to divide a courtyard it must be at least four by eight 
cubits." 


Rather, emend the baraita and say that the halakha of division like 

that of a courtyard does not apply to it. As Rav Huna said: A court- 
yard is divided according to the number ofits entrances." When the 

residents of the houses in a courtyard divide the courtyard between 

them, the division is not based on the number of houses in the court- 
yard, nor is it based on the size of the houses. Instead, it is divided 

based on the number of entrances that open into the courtyard. Rav 
Hisda said: One gives the homeowner for each and every entrance 

four cubits, and the rest of the courtyard is divided equally among 

the residents of the courtyard." 


LANGUAGE 


Portico [akhsadra] - 711B3x: From the Greek 2£é5pa, exedra, 
meaning entranceway, an example of which would be an open 


veranda. 


Huts [burganin] - p332: The origin of this word is not clear. 
Some suggest that it is derived from Greek, and others suggest 


that it is related to the German burg, meaning fort or small settle- 
ment. The German word reached the Sages by means of Roman 
soldiers stationed on the German border, from where it traveled 
through the Roman Empire to its eastern borders, in Eretz Yisrael 
and Babylonia. 


A courtyard. ..according to its entrances - nna 3b sen: This 
halakha is discussed in tractate Bava Batra and the commentar- 
ies discuss its details. Is this referring to partners willingly divid- 
ing a courtyard, or to heirs, or even people who claimed and 
built upon ownerless land? Similarly, there is a dispute whether 


NOTES 


according to its entrances means the number of doorways in a 
house, even when there are multiple doorways in a single house; 
or whether it means that each house is counted as having one 
entrance (Rambam; Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Ritva; Rabbi Yosef 
Migash; Tur; Rashba; and others). 
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The principle that entrances are factored into the division of a court- 
yard applies only with regard to a house that stands to endure, as 
the owner needs use of the yard to ease access to his house, so we 
provide him with four cubits according to Rav Hisda, or part of the 
courtyard according to Rav Huna. However, in the case of this small 
house, which stands to be leveled, its owner has no need for the 
adjacent courtyard, so we do not provide him with any part of the 
courtyard, as if it were not even there. 


§ With regard to the halakha in the mishna that a sukka more than 
twenty cubits high is unfit, the Gemara states: If the sukka was more 
than twenty cubits high and one comes to diminish its height by 
placing cushions and blankets on the floor, it is not a decrease of 
halakhic significance. It does not render the sukka fit, because in that 
case one is concerned that the bedding will be ruined and therefore 
does not intend to leave it there very long." 


And even though he nullified them all, intending that for the dura- 
tion of the Festival the halakhic status of these cushions and blankets 
is nothing more than that of dirt, it is not deemed a fit nullification 
because his intention is rendered irrelevant by the opinions of all 
other people. People do not typically do so, so the action of one who 
does so is discounted. 


If one placed straw on the floor of his sukka in order to diminish its 
height, and verbally nullified it" by saying that he will not use it for 
another purpose, it is a decrease of halakhic significance, as the 
halakhic status of adding straw is like that of adding dirt to the sukka 
floor and diminishing its height. The same is true, all the more so, if 
he placed dirt on the sukka floor and nullified it." 


A case where one placed straw on the sukka floor and he does not 
intend to evacuate it from there, although he did not nullify it, and 
a case where one placed undesignated dirt that was not nullified, are 
the subject of a dispute between Rabbi Yosei and the Rabbis with 
regard to whether the actions alone are effective as nullification. As 
we learned in a mishna: In a house in which there is a corpse or an 
olive-bulk of a corpse, the halakha is that if there is a handbreadth of 
space between the corpse and the roof, the roof serves as a barrier 
that prevents the ritual impurity from spreading beyond the roof. 
However, if there is less than a handbreadth of space between the 
corpse and the roof, the roof does not serve as a barrier, and the rit- 
ual impurity spreads upward. In a house of that sort where one filled 
the space between the corpse and the roof with straw or pebbles 
mixed with clods of dirt, and then nullified the straw or dirt, it is 
effectively nullified, and the ritual impurity spreads upward. 


By inference, if he explicitly nullified it, yes, it is nullified; ifhe did 
not nullify it, no, it is not nullified. And it is taught concerning this 
mishna in the Tosefta that Rabbi Yosei says: If one placed straw on 
the sukka floor and he does not intend to evacuate it, its halakhic 
status is like that of undesignated dirt and it is nullified. Ifhe placed 
dirt on the sukka floor and intends to evacuate it, its halakhic status 
is like that of undesignated straw, and it is not nullified." Appar- 
ently, the tanna’im already discussed this matter. 


If a sukka was more than twenty cubits high, but the ends of the 
palm leaves [hutzin]' fall within twenty cubits," then the following 
distinction applies: If the shade provided solely by the leaves within 
twenty cubits of the ground is greater than the sunlight in the sukka, 
it is fit. If not, it is unfit. 


HALAKHA 


Diminishing the height of a sukka with cushions and 
blankets - ninga mary by nawn A wy: One cannot 
diminish the interior airspace of a sukka more than twenty 
cubits high by placing cushions and blankets on its floor, 
even if he designates them exclusively for that use. Some 
authorities rule that floor rugs may be designated for that 
use and do diminish the airspace (Biur Halakha); others 
disagree (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 633:3). 


NOTES —W¥W— 
If one placed straw and nullified it - ben Jan: The 
commentaries discuss both the manner and the timing 
of the nullification. In terms of the manner, the question 
is whether it must be stated verbally or it is sufficient to 
indicate that it is his intention to nullify it with his actions 
(see Rashi and others). In terms of the timing of the nullifi- 
cation, some hold that it is sufficient to nullify the straw or 
dirt for the duration of the Festival alone (Rashi; Rosh; Ran), 
while others hold that he must nullify it forever, with the 
intention that it remain there forever (Rashba; Rabbeinu 
Hananel; Mordekhai). 


HALAKHA 


With what materials does one diminish the height of a 
sukka - nan Dovan MAA: If one diminishes the interior 
height of the sukka by placing straw on the floor and nulli- 
fying it, that diminution is effective and the sukka is fit. Cer- 
tainly the same holds true for dirt nullified in that manner. 
However, if he placed undesignated straw or dirt inside the 
sukka, then the height is diminished only if he nullifies it 
verbally, in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rif; 
Rambam; Rosh). This diminution takes effect immediately, 
and one need not move the roofing in any way (Me’iri; Peri 
Megadim; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 633:4). 


A house that one filled with objects — mxw ma 
wyna: A house filled with straw or dirt nullified by its 
owner is considered completely filled, and its halakhic 
status is not that of a tent with regard to ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse. If the straw or dirt was not nullified, 
the status of the house is that of a tent with regard to ritual 
impurity imparted by a corpse in a tent (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 24:3). 


If a sukka was more than twenty cubits high but the 
ends of the palm leaves fall within twenty cubits - 7m 
mae ony qina pn PSI WAS on wre mais: Ifa sukka 
is more than twenty cubits high and branches from the 
roofing fall within twenty cubits of the ground, and the 
shade provided by the branches hanging down is greater 
than the sunlight that passes through them, the sukka is fit, 
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 633:2). 


LANGUAGE 
Ends of palm leaves [hutzin] — pyy: From the Arabic 
vege, khus, meaning the leaf of a palm tree. Its usage was 
expanded to include loose branches of all sorts of growths, 
as well as splinters from other trees. 
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————————__ HALAKHA 

The ends of the palm leaves fall within ten handbreadths — 
mwy qb PTW pyyn: In the case of an otherwise fit sukka in 
which branches from the roofing are within ten handbreadths 
of the floor, even if more sunlight passes through them than 
the shade they provide, the sukka is unfit. This halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava, as the halakha is ruled in 
accordance with his opinion in disputes with Abaye (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 633:9). 


A sukka that one diminished with the construction of a plat- 
form — XAbY p333 AYIA MDD: In the case of a sukka more 
than twenty cubits high in which one constructed a raised 
platform along the middle wall, and the surface area of this 
platform itself is sufficient to render a sukka fit, the entire sukka 
is fit, even the section beyond the platform (Rambam; Maggid 
Mishne; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 633:5). 


Platform along the side - 4¥7 p3 Kab¥»N: If one built a plat- 
form with a surface area sufficient for a fit sukka along one of 
the side walls of a sukka more than twenty cubits high, and the 
distance between the edge of the platform and the opposite 
wall is less than four cubits, then the area of the platform alone 
constitutes a fit sukka (Rashi; Tosafot; Rambam; and others; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 633:6). 
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The Gemara applies the same principle to the opposite case. In a 
case where the sukka was only ten handbreadths high, the min- 
imum height for a fit sukka, but the ends of the palm leaves fall 
within ten handbreadths," Abaye thought to say that the same 
calculation applies here: If the sunlight in the sukka is greater 
than the shade provided by the leaves within ten handbreadths 
of the ground, meaning that those leaves do not constitute a fit 
sukka on their own, the sukka is fit. 


Rava said to him: That calculation does not apply in this particu- 
lar case, as, if the branches fall within ten handbreadths of the 
ground, that is considered a sagging [seruha]" residence,’ and 
a person does not reside in a sagging residence. Therefore, it 
cannot even be considered a temporary residence. 


If a sukka was more than twenty cubits high and one built a 
raised platform" in it opposite the entire middle wall,’ as typi- 
cally a sukka has three walls and the fourth side is open as an en- 
trance, and the platform has an area of at least a bit more than 
seven by seven handbreadths, the minimum area required for 
fitness of a sukka, the sukka is fit. Since the seven-by-seven-hand- 
breadth section from the platform to the roof has three walls and 
it is less than twenty cubits high, that section is a fit sukka in and 
of itself, and the rest of the sukka beyond the platform is fit as far 
as the roofing continues. 


And if one built the platform along the side" wall’ of the sukka, 
then the following distinction applies: If there are four or more 
cubits from the edge of the platform to the opposite wall, the 
sukka is unfit, as the area of the platform has only two walls. 
However, if the distance to the opposite wall is less than four 
cubits, the sukka is fit, as the halakhic status of the roofing that 
covers the distance to the wall is that of a curved extension of the 
opposite wall. 


=- NOTES © 


Sagging [seruha] - ANB: The standard meaning of this 
term in rabbinic literature is incomplete, damaged. Based on 
Exodus 26:13, it means hang or sag. 


A sagging residence — Ani TPT: Most commentaries and 
halakhic authorities hold that a sagging residence is funda- 
mentally unfit, and therefore the structure is not a sukka at all 


Platform opposite the middle wall — j517 1333 KabYON 
VYONT: 


_ BACKGROUND © 


(Rabbeinu Hananel; Rabbi Yitzhak ben Giat; Rashba). Others 
maintain that the edges of palm leaves falling into a sukka 
does not render the sukka unfit per se; however, since sitting 
in a sukka of that kind would be uncomfortable, one may not 
fulfill his obligation with it on the Festival ab initio. If he were 
to do so he would fulfill his obligation after the fact (Me’iri, in 
his understanding of the Rambam and others). 


Platform along the side wall - 1%7 ja KADY: 


Left: Platform along the middle wall 
Right: Platform next to the side wall 
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The Gemara asks: What is this halakha teaching us? Is it that we 
say that the halakha of a curved wall" applies to the halakhot of 
sukka? We already learned this halakha in a mishna (17a): In the 
case ofa house that was breached by a hole in the middle of the 
roof, and one roofed over the breach, if from the wall 
to the roofing there are four or more cubits of the remaining 
original roof it is an unfit sukka. By inference, if the distance is 
less than that, it is a fit sukka. That is due to the halakha of 
a curved wall. The intact portion of the roof is considered an 
extension of the wall. As this halakha was already taught with 
regard to sukka, what is novel in the halakha of the platform? 


The Gemara explains that there is indeed a novel element to the 
halakha of the platform. Lest you say that that one applies the 
halakha of a curved wall specifically there, in the case ofa house 
that was breached, as the wall of the house is suited to be the 
wall of a sukka since it is less than twenty cubits high; however, 
here, in the case of the platform, where the opposite wall is 
not suited to be the wall" of a sukka due to its excessive height, 
say no, the halakha of a curved wall does not apply. Therefore, 
it teaches us that in the case of the platform too, the roof is 
considered an extension of the wall. 


If the sukka was more than twenty cubits high and one built a 
platform in the center of the sukka" if there is from the edge 
of the platform to the wall in each and every direction a dis- 
tance of four cubits, it is unfit, as the platform has no walls. If 
the distance is less than four cubits, then it is fit. 


The Gemara asks: What is this halakha teaching us? Is it that 
we say that the halakha of curved wall applies to the halakhot 
of sukka? Then this halakha is identical to that halakha, as we 
already learned that the halakha of a curved wall applies. 


The Gemara explains that there is indeed a novel element to the 
halakha. Lest you say that we say that the halakha of a curved 
wall applies only in one direction, with regard to one wall of the 
sukka; but in each and every direction with regard to all the 
walls of the sukka, no, the halakha does not apply; therefore, it 
teaches us that this halakha may be applied to consider the roof 
as an extension of all four walls. 


Curved wall — map% joi: If part of the roof of a sukka, adjacent 


ME ACKCROUNDEN 
Platform in the center of the sukka — ANy¥NKA RABY: 


to one of its walls, is made of common roofing material that is 


unfit for use in a sukka, then this part of the roof is considered an 
extension of the sukka wall. It is as if the wall is curved at the top. 


If it is four cubits wide, it invalidates the sukka. 


Left: Portion of the sukka roof made of common roofing material 
n Right: Platform in the center 


NOTES 
Curved wall - mapy 9i: The precise definition of the 
principle of curved wall is unclear. In addition, there is 
a dispute among the halakhic authorities based on the 
various understandings of the concept. Some maintain 
that curved wall means that the wall of the sukka is con- 
sidered as though it curves and forms a single unit with 
the adjacent unfit roofing; it is one wall, part of which 
passes overhead (one opinion in Rashi; Me'iri, Rabbi 
Aharon HaLevi; Ritva; and others). Another opinion 
considers the wall as though it were uprooted from its 
place and moved over so that now it is now adjacent 
to the platform, and the unfit roofing is on the other 
side of the wall and does not render the sukka unfit 
(see Ritva; Meiri). 


Not suited to be the wall - pith Nn xd: Even if the 
wall is now considered to be adjacent to the platform, 
it is still too high to serve as a wall for the sukka, and 
therefore the sukka is unfit (Ritva). The Rid explains the 
Gemara in a similar manner. In order to render the sukka 
fit for use on the Festival, one considers the wall curved 
not only on top of the sukka, but along the floor of the 
sukka as well so that it will not be too high and render 
the sukka unfit. 


fi HALAKHA © 4 
Platform in the center of the sukka = YSI KADY 
7DW: If one built a platform with a surface area suf- 
ficient for a fit sukka in the center of the sukka, and 
the distance between the edge of the platform to the 
surrounding walls is less than four cubits, it is fit. This is 
true even if the platform is more than ten handbreadths 
high (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 633:7). 
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BACKGROUND 
Dug out an area inside the sukka in order to complete 
the sukka to ten handbreadths — aout "Daa ppn 
mp: 


Sukka with a dug-out floor 


Handbreadth - naw: A handbreadth is one of the standard 
measures of length used in the Talmud. According to some 
modern halakhic opinions, the length of a handbreadth 
is 9.6 cm, and according to others it measures 8 cm. One 
application of this measure is with regard to the principle 
of lavud: Two solid surfaces are considered to be joined if 
the gap between them is smaller than three handbreadths. 


Perek | 
Daf4 Amud b 


NOTES 

One built a pillar in the sukka — ay Ma m33: According to 
Rashi and most of the commentaries, this is referring to a 
case where the column was four or more cubits away from 
the walls and that is why the principle of curved wall is not 
applicable to this case. However, there are some (Rabbi 
Yitzhak ben Giat; Ritva; others) who contend that since the 
column is ten handbreadths high it is considered a separate 
domain, and that is why the principle of curved wall is not 
applicable. Therefore, the walls of the sukka are not relevant 
to the column, and the same would hold true even if the 
column were adjacent to the walls. 
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If the sukka was less than ten handbreadths high and he dug out 
an area inside the sukka" in order to complete the requisite height 
of the sukka to ten handbreadths,’ if from the edge of the dug-out 
area to the wall there is a distance of three handbreadths,’ it is 
unfit, as in that case the edge of the dug-out area is not joined to 
the wall of the sukka. Therefore, even though the interior space is 
ten handbreadths high, its walls are not the requisite height to be 
considered a fit sukka. 


HALAKHA 


If one dug an area in a low sukka - 7303) 73W32 Pp: If the 
sukka was less than ten handbreadths high and he dug out an 
area in the floor with the dimensions of a fit sukka, and the edge 
of the dug-out area is within three handbreadths of the wall, 
then it is fit. If it is more than three handbreadths from the wall, 
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then it is unfit. There is a dispute among the halakhic authori- 
ties with regard to the legal status of the area surrounding the 
dug-out area; some (Meʻiri; Shulhan Arukh) rule that it is part of 
the fit sukka, and others (Tur; Bah; Taz; Arukh HaShulhan) rule it 
unfit (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 63310). 


If the distance from the edge of the dug-out area to the wall was less 
than three handbreadths then it is fit, as the edge of the dug-out 
area is joined to the wall of the sukka based on the principle of lavud. 


The Gemara asks: What is different there, in the case of a sukka 
with a platform in its center, that you said that it is a fit sukka if the 
wall is at a distance of less than four cubits from the edge of the 
platform, and what is different here that you said the wall must 
be at a distance of less than three handbreadths for the sukka to 
be fit? 


The Gemara answers: There, in the case of the sukka more than 
twenty cubits high, where there already is a wall, but it is removed 
from the platform, as long as the wall is at a distance of less than 
four cubits, it is sufficient to render the sukka fit. Here, where the 
sukka is less than ten handbreadths high, its wall is not a fit wall. In 
order to render it a wall by adding the height of the dug-out area, 
if the distance between them is less than three handbreadths, 
yes, the dug-out area is considered joined to the wall, as based on 
the principle of lavud two objects are considered joined if the gap 
between them is less than three handbreadths; and ifnot, no, they 
are not considered joined. 


Ifa sukka was more than twenty cubits high, and one built a pillar 
in the sukka," far from the walls, that is ten handbreadths high, 
and the distance from the top of the column to the roofing was less 
than twenty cubits, and on the horizontal surface of the column 
there is a bit more than seven by seven handbreadths, the minimum 
area required for fitness of a sukka, Abaye thought to say that 
this is a fit sukka because of the principle: Extend and raise the 
partitions of this pillar. Given that the column is at least ten hand- 
breadths high, its four sides are therefore considered partitions, and 
the halakha is that the legal status of a partition is as if it extends 
and continues upwards indefinitely. Based on that perspective, the 
surface of the column is supported by four partitions at least ten 
handbreadths high that extend upward indefinitely, and from the 
top of the pillar to the roofis less than twenty cubits; therefore, this 
squared column forms a fit sukka. 
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Rava said to Abaye: That is not so, since in order to have a 
fit sukka we require conspicuous partitions,’ and there are 
none, as the sides of the column do not actually project above 
the surface. 


§ The Sages taught: If one inserted four posts [kundeisin]' 
into the floor and placed roofing over them" but no walls, 
Rabbi Ya’akov deems it a fit sukka and the Rabbis deem it 
unfit. 


Rav Huna said: The dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi 
Yaakov is in a case where the four posts are aligned on the edge 
of the roof,’ directly above the exterior walls of a house, as 
Rabbi Ya’akov holds that we say the principle: Extend and 
raise the partitions. Since the exterior walls of the house are 
full-fledged partitions, they are considered as extending upward 
indefinitely, constituting the walls of the sukka. And the Rabbis 
hold that we do not say the principle: Extend and raise the 
partitions. However, if the posts are placed in the center of 
the roof,’ then the walls of the house are irrelevant and every- 
one agrees that it is an unfit sukka. And Rav Nahman said: 
The dispute is in the case of a sukka in the center of the roof, 
as according to Rabbi Ya'akov, if the posts themselves are one 
handbreadth wide, they serve as the partitions, while the Rab- 
bis hold that it is not a fit sukka until it has two complete walls 
and a partial third wall. 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is Rav Nahman saying 
that only if the sukka is in the center of the roof there is a dis- 
pute between Rabbi Ya'akov and the Rabbis, but if it is at the 
edge of the roof everyone agrees that it is fit? Or perhaps he 
is saying that there is a dispute both in this case and in that 
case? No resolution was found, so the dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 


The Gemara raises an objection from another baraita: If one 
drove four posts into the ground and placed roofing over 
them, Rabbi Ya’akov deems it fit and the Rabbis deem it 
unfit. 


But isn’t the legal status of the ground like that of the center 
of the roof, as it is not surrounded by partitions that extend 
upward, and nevertheless Rabbi Ya’akov deems it fit? This is 
a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav Huna, who 
said that everyone agrees that a sukka in the center of the 
roof is unfit. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a conclusive 
refutation of Rav Huna’s opinion. 


And furthermore, there is an additional refutation of the 
opinion of Rav Huna. It is apparent from this baraita that they 
disagree with regard to the case of posts inserted in the center 
of the roof; however, in the case of the posts inserted on the 
edge of the roof everyone agrees that it is fit. Let us say, then, 
that this is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav Huna 
on two counts." First, with regard to his statement that every- 
one agrees in the case of a sukka in the center of the roof that it 
is unfit, while the baraita cites a dispute on the matter; second, 
with regard to his statement that there is a dispute in the case 
of a sukka on the edge of the roof, while the baraita indicates 
that everyone agrees that it is fit. 


HALAKHA 


A sukka that is between four posts — nipin Myatt paw naw: 
If one drives four posts into the edge of a roof or its center 


and places roofing over them, it is an unfit sukka. That is be- 


cause the ruling in the dispute in the Gemara with regard to 
the center of the roof is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, who deem it unfit. The case of the posts at the 
edge of the roof remains unresolved, so the ruling is stringent, 
as the halakha is ruled stringently in unresolved dilemmas 
involving ritual matters (Rosh; Rif; Ra’avad; others). Others 


deem it fit if the posts were aligned with the edge of the 
roof, in accordance with the alternative understanding of 
the dispute that everyone agrees that the sukka is fit in that 
case, as that appears to be the conclusion of the Gemara 
(geonim; Rambam; Maggid Mishne). The practical ruling is 
in accordance with the more stringent view (Kesef Mishne; 
Eliya Rabba; others) although the more lenient ruling was 
not completely rejected (Peri Megadim; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 630:6). 


NOTES 

We require conspicuous partitions — NIDII nix VY: 
Although these partitions suffice with regard to the stringent 
halakhot of Shabbat, the two areas of halakha are not compa- 
rable. One reason is the requirement that the walls of the sukka 
appear together with the roofing. In this case, the walls are not 
visible at all and are certainly not seen together with the roofing 
(Rid). Alternatively, since the column is ten handbreadths high, 
it is distinct from the public domain and is a domain in and of 
itself with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat; however, a sukka 
requires actual walls (Me’iri). Others claim based on the conclu- 
sion of the Gemara here that the principle: Extend and raise the 
partition, does not apply at all to the halakhot of sukka (Ran). 


Let us say that this is a conclusive refutation...on two 
counts — 703... PAW vA xr: Halakhically speaking, Rav 
Huna's opinion was already refuted and rejected, and the dis- 
pute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Ya'akov can be explained 
otherwise. However, since the ultimate objective here is to 
ascertain the actual rationales for the various opinions, the 
Gemara analyzes the second refutation as well, although it has 
no practical ramifications. 


LANGUAGE 


Posts [kundeisin] — ppp: From the Greek yovtog, chontos, 
meaning column or post. There is a variant reading, kuntasin. 


BACKGROUND 
Posts on the edge of the roof — 37 naw by: 


Sukka extending over the whole roof 


Posts in the center of the roof — 37 y¥naxa: 


Sukka in the center of a roof 


‘TAX PID: PEREKI:4B 21 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 

To convey to you the far-reaching nature of the opinion - 
ind tinh: Often, the need arises to formulate a dispute 
in terms of the opinion of one of the disputants. In those 
cases, the Gemara states that the dispute was formulated 
in that manner to convey the far-reaching nature of his 
opinion, especially when there is a novel element or lenient 
ruling involved. 


Wherever this pair of Sages is mentioned — 9x7 +3 bs 
xat: The Gemara arrives at this understanding because Rav, 
Rabbi Hanina, and Rav Haviva were roughly contemporaries, 
while Rabbi Yohanan was considerably younger. Including 
him with the other three seems anomalous. 


_ BACKGROUND 
Grooved and split - spony appr: 


Post viewed as if it has been carved into a corner 


LANGUAGE 
Double post [deyumad] - 71397: Rabbi Yirmeya teaches 
that this word is a Greek-Hebrew amalgam. It begins with 
the ancient Greek prefix ŝı-, di-, or úo, duo-, meaning two, 
and ends with the Hebrew word amud, meaning post. Other 
authorities say that the whole word deyumad comes from 
the Greek didvpov, didumon, meaning double or paired. 


Perek I 
Daf5 Amuda 


= NOTES 

The Divine Presence never descended - m/v 71) x»: 
The profound meaning of this matter is that the realm of 
God, Heaven, and the realm of man, Earth, are two discrete 
realms. Even when one achieves prophecy, or when God 
reveals Himself in the world below, the gap between the 
two realms remains. Instead, the person remains within his 
domain of ten handbreadths, and within his limitations, 
while God remains forever beyond the reality of this world. 
Some view the ten handbreacths as an allusion to the ten 
stages of spirituality (see HaKotev; Otzar HaKavod). 
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The Gemara rejects this: Rav Huna could have said to you that 
there is no proof from the baraita with regard to the second 
matter, as it is possible that they disagree in the case of a sukka 
in the center of the roof and that the same is true in the case of 
a sukka on the edge of the roof. And the fact that they specifi- 
cally dispute the case of a sukka in the center of the roof is to 
convey to you the far-reaching nature of the opinion" of Rabbi 
Ya’akov, who deems the sukka fit even in the center of the roof. 


The Sages taught: If one inserted four posts into the ground 
and placed a roof over them, Rabbi Ya’akov says: One consid- 
ers whether the posts are wide enough that if they were grooved 
and split,’ forming a piece of wood with two segments at a right 
angle, and they have a handbreadth to here, in this direction, 
and a handbreadth to there, in that direction, then they are 
considered a double post [deyumad].' With regard to certain 
halakhot, the status ofa double post positioned at a corner is that 
of two full-fledged partitions. And if not, if after splitting them 
they are narrower than that, they are not considered a double 
post, as Rabbi Ya’akov would say: The minimum measure of 
double posts of a sukka to be considered full-fledged partitions 
is one handbreadth. And the Rabbis say: The sukka is fit only 
if it has two full-fledged partitions in the standard sense, com- 
pletely closing each of those two sides, and a third wall, which, 
based on a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, measures 
even a handbreadth. 


§ The mishna continues: A sukka that is not even ten hand- 
breadths high is unfit. The Gemara asks: From where do we 
derive this halakha? 


It was stated that Rav, and Rabbi Hanina, and Rabbi Yohanan, 
and Rav Haviva taught the matter below. 


As an aside, the Gemara notes: Throughout the entire order of 
Mo’ed, wherever this second pair of Sages is mentioned," there 
are some amora’im who replace Rabbi Yohanan and do so by 
inserting Rabbi Yonatan in his place. 


And this is what they taught: The Ark of the Covenant was 
itself nine handbreadths high, as it is stated explicitly in the Torah 
that it was one and a half cubits high and the cubit used to 
measure Temple vessels consisted of six handbreadths. And the 
Ark cover was one handbreadth thick. There is a total height of 
ten handbreadths here. And it is written: “I will meet with you 
there and I will speak with you from above the Ark cover’ 
(Exodus 25:22), 


and it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: The Divine 
Presence never actually descended" below, and Moses and 
Elijah never actually ascended to heaven on high, as it is stated: 
“The heavens are the heavens of the Lord, and the earth He 
gave to the children of man” (Psalms 15:16), indicating that 
these are two distinct domains. Apparently, from ten hand- 
breadths upward is considered a separate domain. Consequently, 
any sukka that is not at least ten handbreadths high is not 
considered an independent domain and is unfit. 
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The Gemara asks: And did the Divine Presence never descend 
below ten handbreadths? But isn’t it written: “And God 
descended onto Mount Sinai” (Exodus 19:20)? 

The Gemara answers: Although God descended below, He al- 
ways remained ten handbreadths above the ground. Since 
from ten handbreadths and above it is a separate domain, in 
fact, the Divine Presence never descended to the domain of 
this world. 

The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “And on that day His feet 
will stand" on the Mount of Olives” (Zechariah 14:4)? The 
Gemara answers: Here, too, He will remain ten handbreadths 
above the ground. 


The Gemara asks: And did Moses and Elijah never ascend to 
the heavens on high? But isn’t it written: “And Moses went 
up to God” (Exodus 19:3)? 

The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, he remained below ten 
handbreadths adjacent to the ground. 

The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “And Elijah went up by 
a whirlwind heavenward” (11 Kings 2:11)?" 

The Gemara answers: Here, too, it was below ten handbreadths. 

The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “He grasps the face of the 
throne, and spreads His cloud upon him” (Job 26:9)? And 
Rabbi Tanhum said: This teaches that the Almighty spread 
of the radiance of His Divine Presence and of His cloud 
upon him. Apparently, Moses was in the cloud with God. 

The Gemara answers: Here, too, it was below ten handbreadths. 


The Gemara asks: In any case: “He grasps the face of the 
throne,’ is written, indicating that Moses took hold of the 
Throne of Glory. The Gemara rejects this: The throne was ex- 
tended for him" down to ten handbreadths and Moses grasped 
it; however, he remained below ten handbreadths. And since the 
Divine Presence speaks to Moses from above the Ark cover ten 
handbreadths above the ground, clearly a height of ten hand- 
breadths is a distinct domain. 


The Gemara wonders about the proof offered: Granted, the 

height of the Ark was nine handbreadths, as it is written: “And 

they shall make an Ark of acacia wood; two cubits and a half 
shall be its length, and a cubit and a half its breadth, and a 

cubit and a half its height” (Exodus 25:10), and one and a half 
cubits equal nine handbreadths. However, from where do we 

derive the fact that the thickness of the Ark cover was one hand- 
breadth? The Torah never states its dimensions explicitly, as 

Rabbi Hanina taught: For all the vessels that Moses crafted for 
the Tabernacle, the Torah provided in their regard the dimen- 
sion" of their length, the dimension of their width, and the 

dimension of their height. However, for the Ark cover, the 

Torah provided the dimension of its length and the dimension 

of its width; but the Torah did not provide the dimension of 
its height." 


The Gemara answers: Go out and learn from the smallest di- 
mension mentioned in connection with any of the Tabernacle 

vessels, as it is stated with regard to the shewbread table: “And 

you shall make unto it a border of a handbreadth around” 
(Exodus 25:25). Just as there, the frame measures one hand- 
breadth, so too, here, the thickness of the Ark cover measures 

a single handbreadth. The Gemara asks: And let us derive the 

thickness of the Ark cover from the vessels themselves, the 

smallest of which measures a cubit. The Gemara answers: If you 

grasped many, you did not grasp anything; if you grasped few, 
you grasped something. If there are two possible sources from 

which to derive the dimension of the Ark cover, then without 

conclusive proof one may not presume that the Torah intended 

to teach the larger dimension. Rather, the presumption is that 

the Torah is teaching the smaller dimension, which is included 

in the larger measure. 


— NOTES — 
His feet will stand, etc. - 3) von stay: The question arises: 
Rabbi Yosei spoke only of the past, and this verse refers to 
the future; perhaps in the future the Divine Presence will 
descend to this world? Nevertheless, based on the verse 


“The heavens are the heavens of the Lord” (Psalms 115:16), the 


separation is absolute and not merely temporary. Further- 
more, the nature of reality will not change in the messianic 
era (Yad Neeman; Arukh LaNer). 


But isn’t it written: And Elijah went up by a whirlwind 
heavenward - pawa moa wx Syn Inam: It has already 
been noted that the term “heavenward” indicates only the 
direction in which he traveled, toward the heavens. It does 
not mean that he reached or even intended to reach the 
heavens (Yad Neeman). 


The throne was extended for him — Aan MATA 
XDD ab: Although not even Moses, the greatest of all human 
beings, was able to reach beyond the human realm, he was 
able to reach further than any other man and come into 
contact with the transcendent when God revealed Himself 
to him in the Throne of Glory (see Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto and 
others). 


All the vessels...the Torah provided in their regard the 
dimension - TPA AA ya Mana... ba: Although the 
Torah did not provide the dimensions of the candelabrum, 
the Sages derived its dimensions by means of allusions in 
the language of the Torah (Me’iri). 


The Ark cover...the Torah did not provide the dimension 
of its height - mam) x anaip 179...17193: In an interpreta- 
tion based on allusion, some explain that since the Ark cover 
is designated as the place for the Divine Presence to rest, it is 
inappropriate to assign it specific dimensions. Just as God's 
essence is beyond the grasp of man, the Ark cover should 
transcend limitations and dimensions (HaBoneh). 
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BACKGROUND 


Frontplate - y%¥: Some hold that there were different con- 
figurations of the frontplate, which would explain why Rabbi 
Eliezer described a different frontplate than the one described 
by the Rabbis. Alternatively, the gold of the frontplate was 
malleable and could be folded in different ways so that the 
appearance of the Divine Name was not always identical. 


Frontplate according to the view of the Rabbis 


NOTES 


Kodesh followed by lamed below - monn arab wip: See 
the Halakha section (and Josafot) for different opinions on 
this matter. An opinion cited in the Jerusalem Talmud states 
that the Divine Name was elevated above those surrounding 
it like a king sitting on his throne. 


There is no face less than one handbreadth — ning 09 p 
navn: An alternative explanation is that no part of any sig- 
nificant area which can be described as its face can measure 
less than a handbreadth. In matters of halakha, face does 
not refer to the entire face; rather, it refers to the area down 
to the nose. Even so, that too does not measure less than a 
handbreadth (Arukh LaNer). 


HALAKHA 


The configuration of the frontplate — yx nwyn: The front- 
plate was a gold plate, two fingerbreadths wide, and stretched 
from ear to ear. Upon it was etched kodesh laHashem, on two 
lines: Kodesh on the lower line, and aHashem on the upper 
line, contrary to the opinion in the Gemara. If it appears on 
one line, it is nevertheless fit. The Rambam rules in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis, based on the version 
of the Gemara before him. He does not completely reject the 
testimony of Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei. According to 
Tosafot, kodesh was followed by lamed on the lower line, and 
Hashem appeared on the upper line (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 9:1). 
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The Gemara asks: If so, let us derive the thickness of the Ark cover 
from the frontplate, which is even smaller than a handbreadth, as 
it is taught in a baraita: The frontplate’ is a type of plate made of 
gold that is two fingerbreadths wide and stretches from ear to 
ear. And written upon it are two lines: The letters yod, heh, vav, 
heh, the name of God, above; and the word kodesh, spelled kuf, 
dalet, shin, followed by the letter lamed, below." Together it spelled 
kodesh laHashem, meaning: Sacred to the Lord, with yod, heh, vav, 
heh written on the upper line in deference to the name of God. 
Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei,’ said: I saw the frontplate in 
the emperor's treasury in Rome, where it was taken together with 
the other Temple vessels when the Temple was destroyed, and 
upon it was written: Sacred to the Lord, on one line." Why not 
derive the thickness of the Ark cover from the frontplate and say 
that it was only two fingerbreadths? 


The Gemara answers: One derives the dimension of a vessel from 
the dimension of a vessel, and one does not derive the dimension 
of a vessel from the dimension of an ornament. The frontplate is 
not one of the Tabernacle vessels but one of the ornaments of the 
High Priest. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us derive the thickness of the Ark cover 
from the crown featured atop several of the Tabernacle vessels, as 
the Master said: This crown, with regard to which the Torah did 
not specify its dimensions, could be any size. The Gemara answers: 
One derives the dimension of a vessel from the dimension of a 
vessel, and one does not derive the dimension of a vessel from the 
dimension of the finish ofa vessel that serves decorative purposes. 
The Gemara asks: If it is so that one does not derive the dimensions 
of a vessel from the dimensions of the finish of a vessel, then how 
can dimensions be derived from the border of the table, which is 
also the finish of a vessel and not an integral part of the table? The 
Gemara answers: The border of the table was below, between the 
legs of the table, and the tabletop rested upon it. As it supports the 
table, it is an integral part of the table and not merely decoration. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
said that its border was below the tabletop; however, according 
to the one who said that its border was above the tabletop, what 
can be said? According to that opinion, this border is indeed the 
finish of a vessel. 


Rather, the thickness of the Ark cover must be derived from a dif- 
ferent source. One derives the missing dimensions of an object for 
which the Torah provided part of its dimension, e.g., the Ark 
cover, for which the Torah provided the dimensions of length and 
width, from an object for which the Torah provided its dimen- 
sion, e.g., the border of the table. And the frontplate and the 
crown, for which the Torah did not provide any dimension at all, 
and their dimensions were determined by the Sages, will not prove 
anything. It is certainly appropriate to derive the dimension of the 
thickness of the Ark cover from that which was stated clearly in the 
Torah. 


Rav Huna said that the thickness of the Ark cover is derived 
from here: “Upon the face of [penei] the Ark cover on the east” 
(Leviticus 16:14), and there is no face [panim] of a person that 
measures less than one handbreadth." 


The Gemara asks: And why say that the face in the verse is specifi- 
cally the face of a person? Say that the Ark cover is like the face 


Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei — 


DW aT WK IT: Son 


PERSONALITIES 


diplomatic mission to Rome to seek the repeal of harsh decrees 


of the prominent tanna Rabbi Yosei ben Halafta, Rabbi Eliezer 
was already recognized as a Torah scholar during the lifetime 
of his father, and some of his halakhic and aggadic statements 
appear in the Gemara. 

Rabbi Eliezer partnered with Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai on a 


imposed on the Jewish people. On their journey they succeed- 
ed in healing the daughter of the emperor, and were rewarded 
with a tour of the royal treasury in Rome. It was there that Rabbi 
Eliezer saw the Temple vessels that had been plundered from 
Jerusalem, and he reported some of what he had seen. 
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of a bird called bar Yokhani,” whose face is significantly larger 
than a handbreadth? The Gemara rejects this suggestion: Ifyou 
grasped many, you did not grasp anything; if you grasped 
few, you grasped something. The Gemara asks: If so, say that 
it is like the face of a bird,’ which is extremely small? Rav 
Aha bar Ya’akov said: Rav Huna derives that the thickness of 
the Ark cover was one handbreadth not through an actual 
comparison to the real faces of different creatures but rather by 
means of a verbal analogy between the terms penei and penei 
written in different places in the Torah. It is written here: 
“Before [penei] the Ark cover” (Leviticus 16:2), and it is writ- 
ten there: “From the presence of [penei] Isaac his father” 
(Genesis 27:30). The dimension of the Ark cover is like that of 
the face of a person, a handbreadth. 


The Gemara suggests: And let us derive a verbal analogy from 
the face of God," as it is written: “For I have seen your face as 
one sees the face of [penei] God, and you were pleased with 
me” (Genesis 33:10). The term penei is used with regard to the 
face of God as well. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: If you 
grasped many, you did not grasp anything; if you grasped 
few, you grasped something. 


The Gemara suggests: And let us derive a verbal analogy from 
the face of the cherub" in the Tabernacle and the Temple, as 
it is written: “Toward the Ark cover shall be the faces of 
[penei] the cherubs” (Exodus 25:20), and their faces were 
presumably smaller than one handbreadth. 


Rav Aha bar Ya'akov said: We have learned through tradition 
that the faces of the cherubs were not smaller than a hand- 
breadth, and indeed Rav Huna derived the thickness of the 
Ark cover from here as well, i.e., from the verbal analogy 
between the instances of the word penei in the verses: “Upon 
the face of [penei] the Ark cover on the east” and: “The faces 
[penei] of the cherubs,” indicating that both are the same size. 


Apropos the cherubs, the Gemara asks: And what is the form 
of the face of a cherub [keruv]? Rabbi Abbahu said: Like that 
of a child [keravya], as in Babylonia one calls a child ravya. 


Abaye said to him: But if what you say is so, what is the mean- 
ing of that which is written about the faces of the celestial 
beasts drawing the celestial chariot: “The face of the first was 
the face of the cherub, and the face of the second was the 
face ofa man” (Ezekiel 10:14.)? According to your explanation, 
this face of the cherub is the same as that face of a man. The 
Gemara answers: Although two of the celestial beasts drawing 
that chariot had the face of a man, the difference between them 
is that one was a large face and one was a small face. In other 
words, the face described as the face of a man was the face of 
an adult, and the face described as the face of a cherub was that 
ofa child. This is the source that the Ark and the Ark cover were 
ten handbreadths high. 


However, with regard to the application of this measure to 
the halakhot of sukka, the Gemara asks: And from where is it 
derived that the interior space of the sukka must be ten hand- 
breadths high without the thickness of the roofing? Say that 
the ten handbreadths of the sukka are with the thickness of the 
roofing. Just as the ten handbreadths of the Ark are measured 
from the bottom of the Ark to the top of the Ark cover, let the 
sukka be measured to the top of the roofing. 


BACKGROUND 
Bar Yokhani — 339 33: While the identity of this bird is unclear, 
in the days of the Sages of the Talmud, the giant bird of the 
genus Aepyornis still lived on the island of Madagascar and 
perhaps in other places as well. Reports of its existence reached 
far and wide. 


Replica of Aepyornis 


Bird — xx: When the Talmud refers to a bird without specify- 
ing its species, it generally is referring to the sparrow, whose face 
is obviously considerably smaller than a handbreadth. 


— NOTES — 
From the face of God - nwa bw 0391: Some explain that this 
refers to the face of angels when they appear in human form 
with a face and standing upright (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi). 


And let us derive a verbal analogy from the face of the cher- 
ub - 322 abn: The cherubs were shorter than a person, as 
they were only ten handbreadths high, in contrast to a person, 
who is at least eighteen handbreadths tall. Therefore, it would 
stand to reason that their faces were also smaller than the face 
of a person. The Gemara responds that even the faces of the 
cherubs were no smaller than a handbreadth (Arukh LaNer). 
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BACKGROUND 


The height of the first cherub was ten cubits - maip 
TaN WY INST MIT: 


Cherubs in Solomon's Temple 


NOTES 

Intermediate cubits - mii Mix: See Rashi, who 
explains that there were cubits of different lengths all 
referred to as six-handbreadth cubits: One that was six 
handbreadths, one slightly larger, and another slightly 
smaller. These other cubits were called expansive, 
slightly larger than average; and depressed, slightly 
smaller than average. The Gemara here is referring to 
an intermediate cubit between those two. The Me ‘iri 
explains that since there are also five-handbreadth 
and seven-handbreadth cubits, the six-handbreadth 
cubit is intermediate. 
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Rather, the dimension of the sukka is not derived from the Ark; one 
instead derived it from the dimensions of the eternal Temple, as it 
is written: “And the house which King Solomon built for the Lord, 
its length was sixty cubits, and its breadth twenty cubits, and its 
height thirty cubits” (1 Kings 6:2). And it is written: “The height of 
the first cherub was ten cubits,’ and likewise was the second cher- 
ub” (1 Kings 6:26). And itis taught in a baraita: Just as we find in the 
eternal Temple that the cherubs stand reaching one-third the height 
of the Temple, as each cherub was ten cubits high and the Temple 
was thirty cubits high, in the Tabernacle as well, the cherubs stand 
reaching one-third the height of the Tabernacle. 


And to calculate: How many cubits high was the Tabernacle? It was 

ten cubits, as it is written: “Ten cubits shall be the length ofa beam” 
(Exodus 26:16). How many handbreadths do these ten cubits con- 
tain? They contain sixty handbreadths. And one third of that total 

is how many? It is twenty handbreadths. Subtract from this figure 

ten handbreadths of the Ark and the Ark cover upon which the 

cherubs stood, and ten handbreadths remain, which was the height 

of each individual cherub. And it is written: “And the cherubs shall 

spread out their wings upward, screening [sokhekhim] the Ark 

cover with their wings” (Exodus 25:20). Here the Merciful One is 

referring to the wings using the terminology of roofing [sekhakha] 

specifically when they are ten handbreadths above the Ark cover. This 

is a source that the roofing of the sukka is placed at least ten hand- 
breadths high. 


The Gemara asks: And from where is it known that their wings were 

spread above their heads, from which it is derived that roofing is ten 

handbreadths high? Perhaps they were spread level with their heads. 
In that case, the ten handbreadths derived would include the roofing, 
leaving the interior space of the sukka less than ten handbreadths high. 
Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said that it is written: “Spread out their wings 

upward,” indicating that the wings were above their heads. The 

Gemara asks: If so, say that the wings were extremely high to an 

unspecified height. The Gemara answers: Does the verse say: Up- 
ward, upward? It says upward only once, meaning slightly over their 

heads. There is proof from the verses that the roofing was at least ten 

handbreadths off the ground. 


The Gemara asks: This calculation works out well according to Rab- 
bi Meir, who said that all the cubits in the Tabernacle and the Tem- 
ple were intermediate cubits," consisting of six handbreadths; how- 
ever, according to Rabbi Yehuda, who said that the cubit used in 
the dimensions of a building in the Temple was a cubit consisting of 
six handbreadths, but the cubit used in the dimensions of vessels 
was a cubit consisting of only five handbreadths, what is there to say? 


Based on that calculation, how many handbreadths was the height of 
the Ark and the Ark cover? They totaled eight and a half hand- 
breadths. The height of the Ark was one and a half cubits, which, based 

on a five-handbreadth cubit, equals seven and a half handbreadths. 
Including the additional handbreadth of the Ark cover, the total height 
is eight and a half handbreadths. If the cherubs were one third of the 

height of the Tabernacle, which is twenty handbreadths, eleven and 

a half handbreadths remain for the height of the cherubs, over which 

their wings were spread. Therefore, say that for a sukka to be fit for 
use its interior space must be eleven and a half handbreadths high. 
However, there is no recorded opinion that requires a sukka with that 
dimension. 


Rather, according to Rabbi Yehuda, the Sages learned the minimum 
height of a sukka as a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. As 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: The measures in various 
areas of halakha, e.g., olive-bulk, dried fig-bulk, egg-bulk, and the 
various halakhot of interpositions that serve as a barrier between 
one’s body and the water in a ritual bath and invalidate immersions, 
and the dimensions and nature of halakhic partitions are all halakhot 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai. They were not written in the Torah; 
rather, they were received in the framework of the Oral Law. 
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Wheat bread, etc. — ^3) pon na: All these measures are 
stringencies as they curtail the periods of time required to 


become impure: Wheat bread is eaten 


barley bread, one who sits comfortably can eat faster, and 
similarly, one who dips his bread in a condiment is able to 


eat it more quickly. 


A quarter-log of wine for a nazirite - m 12 nwa: The 
early commentaries wondered with regard to this measure- 
ment (see Tosafot), as ostensibly this is not a measure; rather, 
it is the definition of the prohibition itself. Rashi and others 
explain that the quarter-/og discussed here is a measure spe- 
cific to wine, as opposed to other liquids. Since wine is thicker 
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The Gemara questions this assertion: Are measures a halakha 

transmitted to Moses from Sinai? They are written in the 

Torah," as it is written: “A land of wheat, and barley, and vines, 
and figs, and pomegranates, a land of olive oil and honey” 
(Deuteronomy 8:8), and Rav Hanin said: This entire verse is 

stated for the purpose of teaching measures" with regard to 

different halakhot in the Torah. 


Wheat was mentioned as the basis for calculating the time 
required for one to become ritually impure when entering a 
house afflicted with leprosy, as we learned in a mishna: With 
regard to one who enters a house afflicted with leprosy" of 
the house (see Leviticus, chapter 14), and his clothes are 
draped over his shoulders, and his sandals and his rings are 
in his hands, both he and they, the clothes, sandals, and rings, 
immediately become ritually impure. 


However, if he was dressed" in his clothes, and his sandals 

were on his feet, and his rings were on his fingers, he imme- 
diately becomes ritually impure, but they, the clothes, sandals, 
and rings, remain pure until he stays in the house long enough 

to eat half a loaf of bread. This calculation is based on wheat 

bread," which takes less time to eat, and not on barley bread, 
and it relates to one who is reclining and eating it together with 

relish or a condiment, which hastens the eating. This is a Torah 

measurement connected specifically to wheat. 


Barley is also used as a basis for measurements, as we learned 
in a mishna: A bone from a corpse the size ofa grain of barley" 
imparts ritual impurity through contact and by being carried, 
but it does not impart impurity by means of a tent, i.e., if the 
bone was inside a house, it does not render all the articles in the 
house ritually impure. 


The halakhic measure determined by a vine is the quantity of 
a quarter-log of wine for a nazirite.™" A nazirite, for whom it is 
prohibited to drink wine, is liable to be flogged if he drinks that 


measure. 


Fig alludes to the measure of a dried fig-bulk® with regard to 
the halakhot of carrying out on Shabbat."" One is liable for 
carrying food fit for human consumption on Shabbat, provided 
that he carries a dried fig-bulk of that food. 


Pomegranate teaches the following measure, as we learned 
in a mishna: All ritually impure wooden vessels belonging 
to ordinary homeowners become pure through being broken," 
as broken vessels cannot contract or maintain ritual impurity. 
They are considered broken if they have holes the size of 
pomegranates. 


NOTES 


than water, one measures the volume of the quarter-log pro- 
hibited to a nazirite using wine (see Rashi). More simply, the 
quarter-log of wine prohibited to a nazirite is not measured 
with a cup of water but with a cup of wine, which is slightly 
greater both in terms of weight and in terms of density. 


more quickly than 


A dried fig-bulk with regard to carrying out on Shabbat — 
naw mexind TRIN: This measure is not unique to the 
halakhot of carrying on Shabbat; rather, it also applies to 
prohibited labors involving preparation of food. The reason 
that carrying is mentioned here is that this measure appears 
explicitly in that context, and therefore no elaboration is 
necessary (Emek Sukkot). 


HALAKHA 
Measures by Torah law — mjin yw: All measures by Torah 


law are halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 14:2). 


One who enters a house afflicted with leprosy — mab DIDIT 
yaaa: One who enters a house afflicted with leprosy becomes 
ritually impure immediately. With regard to his garments, if he was 
carrying them, then they, too, become ritually impure immedi- 
ately. If he was wearing them, they become ritually impure only if 
he remained in the house for a period of time sufficient to eat half 
a loaf of bread (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 16:7). 


NOTES 
This entire verse is stated for the purpose of teaching mea- 
sures — VIX) prow mI PIDs bp: According to this opinion, 
not only is there an allusion to these measures in the verse, but 
a halakha is derived from it as well: All of these measures are 
based on the produce of Eretz Yisrael in terms of both size and 
quality (Sefat Emet). 


HALAKHA = ——¥—_——_———_- 
A dressed person in a house afflicted with leprosy — via DIN 
yayan m4: One who entered a house afflicted with leprosy be- 
comes ritually impure immediately. The clothing he was wearing, 
however, remains ritually pure as long as he does not stay in the 
house for the period of time it take to eats a half-loaf of wheat 
bread with a condiment. The volume of a half-loaf of bread is 
three egg-bulks according to the Rambam, and four egg-bulks 
according to Rashi and the Tur (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara‘at 16:6). 


A bone the size of a grain of barley - miywa oxy: A bone from 
a corpse that is at least the size of a grain of barley impurifies 
people or objects that come into contact with it or carry it, but 
that impurity is not transmitted by a tent (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 3:2). 


A quarter-log of wine for a nazirite — mb p? Mya: A nazirite 
who drinks a quarter-log of wine is flogged, as he has violated 
a Torah prohibition (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 5:2). 


A dried fig-bulk with regard to carrying out on Shabbat — 
naw meyind mina: If one carries a dried fig-bulk of food that 
is fit for consumption by people from one domain to another 
on Shabbat, he is liable for performing the prohibited labor of 
carrying out on Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shab- 
bat 18:1). 


Ritual purification of vessels belonging to ordinary home- 
owners - OAT bya op Mvp: If a wooden vessel designated as 
used by an ordinary homeowner has a hole large enough for a 
pomegranate to pass through, it is considered broken. If it was 
ritually impure, it reverts to a state of ritual purity (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 6:2). 


BACKGROUND 

Dried fig-bulk — 1731733: The dried fig-bulk is the measure for 
which one is liable for performing any form of prohibited labor 
involving food on Shabbat. Consequently, one who bakes less 
than a fig-bulk of bread is not liable to bring a sin-offering. Like- 
wise, one who carries food from one domain to another is liable to 
bring a sin-offering only if he carried a fig-bulk of food. A fig-bulk 
is slightly larger than an olive-bulk, but smaller than a date-bulk. 
Its precise size is subject to dispute. 
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HALAKHA 
A large date-bulk on Yom Kippur — ofa noan nania 
waT: One who eats a large date-bulk, which is slightly 
smaller than an egg-bulk, of food on Yom Kippur is liable 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 612:1). 


Interposition with regard to immersion — Tya TET: 
One who immerses in order to purify himself from ritual 
impurity must immerse his entire body all at once. There 
should not be anything on his body that interposes be- 
tween him and the water ab initio. If there is an item on 
his body that an individual is generally particular about 
removing, it interposes regardless of its size. However, if it is 
an item with regard to which an individual is generally not 
particular and would not normally remove it, then it does 
not interpose unless it covers most of one’s body (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a198:1). 


Interposition with regard to hair — niwwa AYN: Two or 
more hairs knotted together do not interpose, contrary to 
he opinion of Rabba bar bar Hana and in accordance with 
he opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, who disagrees with him in 
ractate Nazir (Sefer Mitzvot Gadol; Rambam; Tur). Some 
say that one should not immerse with two hairs knotted 
ogether ab initio; however, they do not interpose after the 
act (Beit Yosef, citing the Rashba; Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi; 
others). However, a knot in one hair interposes, but that is 
he case only where the individual is particular about it. In a 
case where the individual is not particular about it, knotted 
hair does not interpose until a majority of the hairs are so 
notted (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 198:5). 


NOTES 

When the halakha transmitted to Moses comes to teach 
it comes to teach an interposition in one’s hair — **Nx +3 
iwy xoay: In the Rishon LeTziyyon the following ques- 
tion is raised: Why not say that the fundamental halakha 
that hair requires immersion is derived from here? The an- 
swer suggested there is that the halakhot of immersion are 
derived from the halakhot of interposition (see Hiddushei 
Rabbi Yisrael Mikozhnitz). 


LANGUAGE 


Hair [nima] - KDI: From the Greek vua, nema, meaning 
string. 
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The Sages interpreted: “A land of olive oil and honey,’ as: A land, 
all of whose measures are olive-bulks.® The Gemara poses a ques- 
tion: Does it enter your mind that it is a land all of whose mea- 
sures are olive-bulks? But aren’t there those measures that we just 
mentioned above, which are not olive-bulks? Rather, say: A land, 
most of whose measures are olive-bulks, as most measures relat- 
ing to forbidden foods, e.g., fats, blood, piggul, leftover sacrificial 
flesh, ritually impure food, and the sciatic nerve, are olive-bulks, as 
are the measures for a corpse to transmit impurity in a tent and for 
an animal carcass to transmit impurity through contact. 


Honey, i.e., dates from which date honey is extracted, also deter- 
mines a measure, as with regard to eating on Yom Kippur, one is 
liable only if he eats a large date-bulk’ of food." 


Apparently, all these halakhic measurements are derived from this 

verse in the Torah and are not halakhot transmitted to Moses from 

Sinai. The Gemara refutes this argument: And how can you under- 
stand it in that manner that all these measures are explicitly written 

in the Torah with regard to each of the halakhot mentioned above? 

Rather, they are halakhot that were transmitted to Moses from 

Sinai, and the verse cited is mere support for these halakhot, not 

a source. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said earlier that Rav said that the halakhot 
governing interpositions that invalidate ritual immersion! are hal- 
akhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The Gemara challenges this 
assertion: These, too, are written in the Torah, as it is written: 

“And he shall bathe his flesh in the water” (Leviticus 14:9), and the 
Sages derived that nothing should interpose between his flesh 
and the water. Apparently, the halakhot of interposition are derived 
from a verse in the Torah and not through oral tradition. 


The Gemara answers: When the halakha transmitted to Moses 
comes to teach, it is not with regard to an interposition on one’s 
skin, which is indeed derived from verses in the Torah. Rather, it 
comes to teach that an interposition in one’s hair" invalidates 
the immersion, in accordance with the opinion of Rabba bar bar 
Hana, as Rabba bar bar Hana said: A single hair [nima]! tied 
in a knot interposes and invalidates the immersion. Three hairs 
tied together in a knot do not interpose, because three hairs cannot 
be tied so tightly that water cannot penetrate them. With regard to 
two hairs tied together in a knot, I do not know the halakha. This 
halakha with regard to hair is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: The halakha with regard to one’s hair 
is also written in the Torah, as it is taught in a baraita with regard 
to that which is written: “And he shall bathe [et besaro] his flesh 
in the water.” The superfluous word et comes to include that which 
is subordinate to his flesh, and what is that? That is his hair. The 
fact that, like the body, there can be no interposition between one’s 
hair and the water is also derived from a verse." 


The Gemara answers: When the halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai comes to teach, it is not with regard to an interposition 
in one’s hair, which is indeed derived from a verse in the Torah. 
Rather, it comes to teach in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Yitzhak, as Rabbi Yitzhak said: 


BACKGROUND 


Olive-bulk - m5: An olive-bulk is one of the most significant 
halakhic units of volume. By Torah law, the act of eating is de- 
fined as consuming one olive-bulk, and every Torah law that 
either commands or prohibits eating refers to this measure. The 
measure is defined in terms of the water displacement of a par- 
ticular strain of olive, and the precise size of this measurement 
is not clear. One talmudic passage indicates that it is almost 
half an egg-bulk, and another indicates that it is less than one- 


third of an egg-bulk. Given the range of opinions concerning 
the measure of an egg-bulk, the opinions with regard to the 
measure of an olive-bulk range from 15 cc to 50 cc. 


Large date-bulk - npn naniaa: A large date-bulkis larger than 
an olive-bulk but smaller than an egg-bulk. One who eats on 
Yom Kippur is liable to receive karet, but only if he eats at least 
a large date-bulk of food. 
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By Torah law, if there is an interposition between a person and 
the water, and it covers the majority of his body, and he is par- 
ticular about it" and wants the interposing substance removed, 
only then is it considered an interposition that invalidates im- 
mersion in a ritual bath. However, if he is not particular about 
that substance, it is not considered an interposition. The Sages, 
however, issued a decree that it is prohibited to immerse with a 
substance covering the majority of one’s body with regard to 
which he is not particular, due to substances covering the major- 
ity of one’s body with regard to which he is particular. And, they 
issued a decree that it is prohibited to immerse with a substance 
covering the minority of his body with regard to which one is 
particular, due to substances covering the majority of his body 
with regard to which one is particular. 


The Gemara raises a question: Then let us also issue a decree 
deeming substances covering the minority of one’s body with 
regard to which he is not particular an interposition, due to 
substances covering the minority of his body with regard to 
which he is particular, or alternatively, due to substances cover- 
ing the majority of his body with regard to which he is not 
particular. 


The Gemara answers: We do not issue that decree because the 
halakha that deems both an interposition covering the minority 
of his body about which one is particular and an interposition 
covering the majority of his body about which one is not particu- 
lar an interposition is itself a decree. Shall we then arise and 
issue one decree to prevent violation of another decree? In any 
case, these details with regard to interpositions are neither written 
nor alluded to in the Torah; rather, they are halakhot transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai. 


The halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that the minimum 
height for partitions is ten handbreadths is as we stated earlier. 
The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, who holds that there is no verse in the Torah 
from which this halakha can be derived, as he therefore concludes 
that it is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. However, 
according to Rabbi Meir, who holds that all of the cubits in the 
Temple consist of six handbreadths and therefore the measure of 
ten handbreadths can be derived from verses in the Torah, what 
is there to say? What is the halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai with regard to partitions? 


When the halakha transmitted to Moses comes to teach, it is with 
regard to other halakhot concerning partitions, e.g., the halakhot 
of extending [gode], according to which an existing partition is 
extended upward or downward to complete the requisite mea- 
sure; and the halakhot of joining [lavud], according to which two 
solid surfaces are joined if they are separated by a gap of less than 
three handbreadths; and the halakhot of a curved wall of a sukka. 
A sukka is fit even if there are up to four cubits of unfit roofing, 
provided that this roofing is adjacent to one of the walls of the 
sukka. In that case, the unfit roofing is considered a bent extension 
of the wall. These concepts are certainly not written in the Torah. 


§ Among the factors listed in the mishna that render a sukka 
unfit is: And one that does not have three walls." 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: In order to construct a fit sukka, 
two of the walls must be walls in the standard sense," sealing the 
entire length and height of the sukka, and the third wall may be 
even one handbreadth long. Rabbi Shimon says: Three of the 
walls must be walls in the standard sense, and the fourth wall 
may be even one handbreadth long. 


NOTES 


The majority of his body and he is particular about it - ia 
voy vapa: The commentaries and halakhic authorities dis- 
agree whether majority in this passage is referring to a majority 
of the hair (Rashi) or a majority of the body (Rabbeinu Tam; 
Rabbeinu Hananel; Rashba). Similarly, they disagree whether 
the hair is considered as a separate entity, in which case if there 
is an interposition on the majority of the hair it invalidates the 
immersion (geonim; Rashi; Rabbeinu Yeruham; Ra’avad; Rosh), 
or whether the hair is merely considered part of the body, 
in which case an interposition in the majority of one’s hair 
would invalidate the immersion only if it constitutes part of 
an interposition on the majority of his body as well (Rambam). 
The rationale for the opinion of the geonim is that there are 
apparently two verses, one for the hair and one for the body. 
Consequently, each has an independent halakhic status (Tose- 
fot Rabbeinu Peretz). 


Two in the standard sense — mm DW: Some explain that 
in the standard sense means that the two walls are adjacent 
and not parallel (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


HALAKHA 


Three walls in a sukka — Aza N97 why: A full-fledged 
sukka consists of two complete walls, each at least seven hand- 
breadths and a bit long, and a third wall that measures as little 
as a single handbreadth, provided that the configuration of 
the walls is as prescribed in the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 630:2). 
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NOTES 


The vocalization and the tradition of the text are authori- 
tative - miog xpa? ON: This dispute appears in several 

discussions in the rabbinic literature. In fact, neither opinion 

entirely excludes the other, as everyone agrees that both 

the vocalization and the traditional text must be taken into 

consideration (see Tosafot). The dispute is only with regard 

to instances where the conclusions derived by means of 
the two approaches are contradictory. 


When the halakha transmitted to Moses comes — XTX 93 
xoan: Some explain that the halakha that a wall measur- 
ing a single handbreadth in length can be considered a 
complete wall is an extension of the halakhic category of 
extending the partition [gode], typically employed to raise 
and lower a partition. In this case, rather than raising or 
lowering, it is extended horizontally (Rashash). However, 
others hold that gode is limited to vertical and not horizon- 
tal extensions. Furthermore, several sources indicate that 
the horizontal extension of a sukka wall is based on an 
independent tradition (Emek Sukkot). 
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The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they disagree? 
The Rabbis hold: The tradition of the manner in which the verses 
in the Torah are written is authoritative, and one derives halakhot 
based on the spelling of the words. And Rabbi Shimon holds: The 
vocalization of the Torah is authoritative,” meaning that one de- 
rives halakhot based on the pronunciation of the words, although it 
diverges from the spelling. 


With regard to sukka, the Rabbis hold: The tradition of the verses 
is authoritative, as the word basukkot is written three times in the 
context of the mitzva of sukka. It is written twice in the verse: “In 
sukkot [basukkot}' shall you reside seven days; all that are home- 
born in Israel shall reside in sukkot [basukkot]” (Leviticus 23:42). 
In both of these instances, the word in Hebrew is spelled without a 
vav, as are Hebrew words in the singular. And one time it is written 
with a vav, as are Hebrew words in the plural: “So that your future 
generations will know that I caused the children of Israel to reside 
in sukkot [basukkot]” (Leviticus 23:43). There is mention here of 
sukka four times, two singular plus one plural hinted at here in these 
verses. 


Subtract one to teach the mitzva of sukka itself, and three remain. 
These three remaining sukkot teach that the sukka requires three 
walls; two of the three are walls in the standard sense, and the 
halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai comes and reduces the 
dimension of the third and establishes it as one handbreadth. That 
tradition teaches that one wall need not be any longer than one 


handbreadth. 


On the other hand, Rabbi Shimon holds: The vocalization of the 

Torah is authoritative. Therefore, although two of the instances are 

written without a vav, since they are all vocalized in the plural, ba- 
sukkot, basukkot, basukkot, there is mention here of sukka six 
times in these two verses. Subtract one verse to teach the mitzva 

of the sukka itself, and two mentions of basukkot, which equal four 

sukkot, remain and teach that the sukka requires four walls. Three 

of the walls are walls in the standard sense, and the halakha trans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai comes and reduces the dimension of 
the fourth and establishes it as one handbreadth. 


And if you wish, say instead that everyone agrees that the vocaliza- 
tion of the Torah is authoritative, and here, it is with regard to this 
that they disagree: One Sage, the Rabbis, holds that to derive its 
roofing requires a verse; therefore, only three of the original six 
sukkot remain from which walls can be derived. The halakha trans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai reduces the dimension of one of the 
three walls to one handbreadth. And one Sage, Rabbi Shimon, 
holds that to derive its roofing does not require a verse, as the 
essence of sukka is its roofing. No additional source beyond the 
verse from which the mitzva of sukka is derived is required for the 
roofing. Therefore, walls are derived from four of the six sukkot 
Three full-fledged walls and a fourth measuring one handbreadth. 


And if you wish, say instead that everyone agrees that the tradition 
of the verses is authoritative, and here, it is with regard to this that 
they disagree: One Sage, the Rabbis, holds: When the halakha 
transmitted to Moses comes" to teach, it is to reduce to one hand- 
breadth the dimension of one of the three walls derived from the 
verses. And one Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds: When the halakha 
transmitted to Moses comes to teach, it is to add another wall to 
the three walls derived from the verses; however, the dimension of 
that fourth wall may be one handbreadth. 


LANGUAGE 


In sukkot [basukkot] - N3ba: This interpretation is based on the 
fact that although the letter tav at the end of a noun often indi- 
cates the construct state, that is not always the case. At times an 


independent noun can end with a tav. In poetry, and especially 
in the liturgical poetry of Eretz Yisrael, nouns that typically end 
with the letter heh end with a tav. 
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And if you wish, say instead that everyone agrees that when the 
halakha transmitted to Moses comes to teach, it is to reduce the 
dimension of one of the three walls. And everyone agrees that the 
tradition of the verses is authoritative, and there are four mentions 
of sukka in the verse. And here it is with regard to whether one 
derives numbers for halakhic matters from the first mention of a 
term in the Torah that they disagree. When that total is derived 
from the number of instances a certain word appears in the Torah, 
there is a dispute whether the first instance is included in the tally, 
or whether the first instance is necessary to teach the mitzva itself 
and the number may be counted only from subsequent mentions. 
One Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds that one derives numbers from the 
first mention and therefore four walls derived from the verses. And 
one Sage, the Rabbis, holds that one does not derive numbers from 
the first mention, and therefore only three walls are derived from 
the verses. 


Rav Mattana said that the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi 
Shimon is derived from here: “And there shall be a sukka for 
shade" in the daytime from the heat, and for refuge and cover 
from storm and from rain” (Isaiah 4:6). A sukka without three 
full-fledged walls does not provide shelter nor serve as refuge. 


Q The Gemara asks: According to the opinion that a sukka can be 
built with two full-fledged walls and a third that is one handbreadth, 
where does one position that third wall that measures one hand- 
breadth? Rav said: He positions it at the end of one of the standing 
walls opposite the wall that emerges from the other end of that wall. 


Rav Kahana and Rav Asi said to Rav: 


And let him position the wall measuring one handbreadth opposite 
the wall that emerges like the diagonal line formed by the end of 
the furrows" as the field gradually narrows. This third partition 
would represent the third side of a triangle and would make the 
sukka appear more like a full-fledged structure, as the diagonal 
would represent closure of both unwalled directions. Rav was 
silent’ and did not respond. 


It was also stated that Shmuel said in the name of Levi: He posi- 
tions it at the end of one of the standing walls opposite the wall that 
emerges’ from the other end of that wall. And similarly, they rule 
in the study hall: He positions it at the end of one of the standing 
walls opposite the wall that emerges from the other end of that wall. 


BACKGROUND 


Opposite the wall that emerges like the diagonal line formed Opposite the wall that emerges — x¥¥"7 7333: 


by the end of the furrows — 71m WN 7323: 


Handbreadth-wide wall pointing toward the end of the opposite wall 


Handbreadth-wide wall parallel to the opposite wall 


NOTES §=— 
And there shall be a sukka for shade, etc. -byb TPAD TDD) 
“131: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is taught that both opinions 
can be derived from this verse. “And there shall be a sukka 
for shade in the daytime from the heat” is one wall; “and 
for refuge and cover from storm” is a second wall. There is 
a dispute with regard to the phrase “from storm and from 
rain’: According to Rabbi Shimon, “from storm” is a third 
wall and “from rain” is a fourth wall, while according to the 
Rabbis, “from storm and from rain” together is the source for 
only one wall, for a total of three. 


NOTES 

The diagonal line formed by the end [rosh tor] of the 
furrows — in ws: The early commentaries dispute the 
meaning of the term rosh tor. Some explain that it means 
to place the handbreadth-wide wall diagonal to one of the 
two standing walls (Rashi; others). Others maintain that 
this beam is positioned opposite the standing walls in the 
empty corner, to serve as a marker to indicate that the walls 
of the sukka extend from the standing walls lengthwise and 
widthwise to that point (geonim; Me’iri; others). 


Rav was silent — 31 pnw: Similar reactions appear else- 
where in the Talmud, and the meaning behind them is not 
always the same. At times, a Sage is silent when he does not 
have a satisfactory answer to the question posed. At other 
times the Sage remains silent if in his view the question 
raised is not particularly difficult or is not worthy of discus- 
sion at all. Some hold that Rav believes that their suggestion 
is included in his statement. 
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NOTES 

An expansive [sohek] handbreadth - priv nay: The He- 
brew term sohek, which means laughing or smiling, also 
means expansive because when one smiles his mouth wid- 
ens. All measures slightly larger than the standard are referred 
to in this manner (Arukh). Some quantify the addition to the 
standard handbreadth at half a fingerbreadth, approximately 
1-1.5 cm (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


The form of a doorway - nnan my: This mechanism ap- 
pears in different areas of halakha where partitions are re- 
quired. In essence, a doorway is formed by placing two poles 
of any width upright and placing a third pole across the top. 
This type of doorway is deemed a fit partition for halakhic 
purposes even in cases where other mechanisms for creating 
halakhic partitions are ineffective. 


And it is permitted only in the form of a doorway — 7°x1 
nnay nnsa xox ma: The explanation cited here is accord- 

ing to Rashi, who combines the two opinions and requires 
both a handbreadth and the form of a doorway. One takes 
the beam measuring one handbreadth, divides it into two, 
positions the two halves separately, and places a crossbeam 

across them. However, most commentaries reject that under- 
standing outright for different reasons. 


BACKGROUND 


Handbreadth with the form of a doorway - nys oy nay 
nnan: 


Handbreadth-wide third wall is split, with the form of a doorway bridging 
the halves. 
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Rabbi Simon said, and some say it was Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi who said, that the third wall is positioned differently. He 
establishes for the third side a wall that measures an expansive 
handbreadth," measured with the fingers spread apart, which 
is slightly larger than a standard handbreadth. And he then posi- 
tions it less than three handbreadths from and adjacent to the 
wall opposite the second wall. And the legal status of any item 
positioned less than three handbreadths from and adjacent to 
the wall is like an item joined to that wall. In this way, the hand- 
breadth-wide wall is joined to the adjacent wall, and it is as if it is 
a wall of four handbreadths, which is the majority of the mini- 
mum measure of the wall of a full-fledged sukka, seven hand- 
breadths. 


Rav Yehuda said: A sukka constructed like an alleyway," with 
two parallel full-fledged walls, is fit, and with regard to that third 
wall that measures one handbreadth, he positions it adjacent to 
one of the walls in any direction that he chooses, as it is merely 
a conspicuous marker. 


Rabbi Simon said, and some say it was Rabbi Yehoshua ben 

Levi who said: In the case of a sukka built like an alleyway open 

on two ends, a third wall measuring a single handbreadth is insuf- 
ficient. Rather, one establishes for the third side a board with a 

width of four handbreadths and a bit and positions it less than 

three handbreadths from and adjacent to either wall, as a wall 

on either of the open ends. And the legal status of any item po- 
sitioned less than three handbreadths from and adjacent to the 

wall is like an item joined to that wall. The result is a full-fledged 

seven-handbreadth sukka wall. 


The Gemara asks: What is different there, in the case of two 
attached walls, where you say that a wall with the dimension 
of an expansive handbreadth suffices to complete the third 
wall, and what is different here where you say that it requires 
a board that measures four handbreadths and a bit? The Gemara 
answers: There, where there are two walls in the standard sense, 
as they are attached forming a type of structure, it is sufficient to 
have the third wall measure an expansive handbreadth in order 
to render the sukka fit; however, here, where there are not two 
walls in the standard sense, as they are not attached, if there is a 
board that measures four handbreadths as the third wall, yes, it 
is fit, and if not, no, it is unfit. 


Rava said: And the sukka consisting of two adjacent walls with 
a third wall measuring one handbreadth is permitted and fit only 
if the third wall is in the form of a doorway.’ One can render 
the sukka fit only by splitting the one-handbreadth wall and 
attaching one half to the standing wall and one half across from 
the other wall that emerges from the standing wall, and then 
placing a pole across the two halves." By creating the form of a 
doorway, that third wall becomes like an open gate, which is 
considered a halakhic partition. 


HALAKHA 


He establishes for the third side a wall that measures an 
expansive handbreadth - priv nay b mip: If the sukka has 
two adjacent walls, the third wall may be even just somewhat 
more than a handbreadth wide. One places it less than three 
handbreadths from one of the walls. In addition, he must po- 
sition a pole at least seven handbreadths removed from that 
adjacent wall and complete the form of a doorway by placing 
a crossbeam from the top of the wall that is slightly more than 
a handbreadth to the pole. The halakha is ruled in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, as apparently the 
later amora’im, Rava and Rav Kahana, held in accordance with 
his opinion. The halakha was also ruled in accordance with 
the latter version of Rava’s statement and the custom of Rav 
Kahana that the form of a doorway is also required. Apparently 
that is a requirement by rabbinic law, as by Torah law a wall 


measuring one handbreadth is sufficient (Bah; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 630:2). 


A sukka constructed like an alleyway - a03 mwy7 72W: 
If a sukka has two parallel walls, then in order to complete 
the sukka one establishes a wall measuring somewhat more 
than four handbreadths perpendicular to and less than three 
handbreadths from the edge of one of the standing walls. In 
addition, here too one must erect the form of a doorway along 
that third wall, as Rava's ruling applies to this case as well (Rif; 
Rambam; others). Some hold that the form of a doorway is 
not required (Tosefot Rabbeinu Peretz, Rosh). If the third wall 
measures a bit more than seven handbreadths and there is 
no reliance on the principle of lavud, the form of a doorway is 
certainly not required (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 630:3, and 
in the comment of the Rema). 
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Some say that Rava said: And a sukka consisting of two adjacent 
walls is also permitted and fit if the third wall is in the form of a 
doorway. In other words, Rava does not reject the remedy of the 
expansive-handbreadth wall suggested by Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi; rather, he suggests an alternative. 


Some say a third version of that which Rava said: And a sukka 
consisting of two adjacent walls, even with a third that is an ex- 
pansive handbreadth wide as suggested by Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi, also requires the form of a doorway to be fit. In other words, 
in addition to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi's remedy, one must also 
create the form of a doorway to render the sukka fit. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Ashi found Rav Kahana establishing his 
sukka, which had two adjacent walls, and establishing a third wall 
that was an expansive handbreadth wide and establishing the 
form of a doorway as well. Rav Ashi said to him: And does the 
Master not hold in accordance with that opinion of Rava, as 
Rava said: And the sukka is also permitted and fit if the third wall 
is in the form of a doorway? Why are you establishing a wall that 
is an expansive handbreadth wide as well? Rav Kahana said to 
him: I hold in accordance with the other version of the opinion 
of Rava, as Rava said: And the sukka also requires the form of 
a doorway, in addition to the expansive handbreadth, to be fit. 


§ It is taught in the Tosefta that if the sukka has two walls in the 
standard sense and a third wall that measures one handbreadth, 
it is fit. Rava said: And likewise with regard to Shabbat that oc- 
curs during the festival of Sukkot, since it is considered a wall with 
regard to the halakhot of sukka it is considered a partition with 
regard to the halakhot of Shabbat. Were one to construct a sukka 
in that manner in a public domain adjacent to the entrance to his 
house, its legal status would be that of a private domain and one 
would be permitted to move objects from it to his house and vice 
versa on Shabbat that occurs during the Festival. However, that 
structure is not considered a private domain on any other Shabbat. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rava’s opinion from a baraita: And 
do we say that this principle: Since it is considered, etc., applies 
in this area of halakha? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The specifi- 
cations of the wall of a sukka are like those of a partition with 
regard to the halakhot of Shabbat. Just as with regard to the 
halakhot of Shabbat, one forms a partition by establishing adjacent 
reeds, so too, one forms the wall of a sukka in the same manner, 
provided that the gap from one reed to another will not be as 
much as three handbreadths. If the gap is three handbreadths or 
greater, the legal status of the reeds is that they are not considered 
joined. 


But the stringency of the halakha with regard to Shabbat goes 
beyond the stringency of the halakha with regard to sukka, in 
terms of the criteria for effective partitions, as with regard to 
Shabbat, carrying is permitted only in a case where the total of 
the standing segments of the partition, the actual wall, is greater 
than the total of the breached segments of the partition, the gaps 
that are less than three handbreadths. That is not so with regard 
to the sukka, where, even if the breached segments total more 
than the standing segments," e.g., a sukka consisting of two walls 
in which there are gaps and a third wall measuring only a single 
handbreadth, it is still fit. 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita. What, isn’t the baraita teaching 
that the stringency with regard to Shabbat that occurs during the 
festival of Sukkot goes beyond the stringency with regard to the 
rest of the festival of Sukkot? And apparently, we do not say the 
principle: Since it is considered a fit partition for sukka let it also 
be considered a fit partition for Shabbat. This is difficult according 
to Rava, in whose opinion that principle is applied in this case. 


HALAKHA 


The breached segments total more than the standing seg- 
ments - iy by Mara y1: When rendering a sukka fit 
by means of mechanisms like a one-handbreadth wall and 


exceeds ten cubits. This is the ruling even i 
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Rava rejects that interpretation of the baraita. No, the baraita is 
teaching that the stringency with regard to Shabbat in general 
goes beyond the stringency with regard to Shabbat that occurs 
during the festival of Sukkot. On Shabbat during the festival of 
Sukkot, a partition where the total of the breached segments of 
the partition is greater than the total of the standing segments 
is effective, as, since it is effective as a wall in a sukka, it is effective 
as a partition for Shabbat as well. That is not the case on Shabbat 
during the rest of the year, when a partition of that sort is 
ineffective on Shabbat. 


Abaye asked: If it is so that the distinction in the baraita is not 
a fundamental distinction between the halakhot of sukka and 
the halakhot of Shabbat, but is instead a distinction between 
the halakhot of Shabbat in general and the specific case of Shab- 
bat during the festival of Sukkot, then let the baraita also teach 
a novel distinction involving Shabbat that occurs during the 
festival of Sukkot. The stringency with regard to sukka in gen- 
eral during the rest of Sukkot goes beyond the stringency with 
regard to sukka on Shabbat that occurs during the festival of 
Sukkot, as a sukka in general consisting of two parallel walls, like 
an alleyway, requires that its third wall measure an expansive 
handbreadth, while a sukka on Shabbat does not require an 
expansive handbreadth for this purpose, and it is sufficient for 
the third wall to be established with a side post ten handbreadths 
high and any width. 


Since the side post is effective as a partition with regard to the 

halakhot of Shabbat, it should also be effective as a wall with 

regard to the halakhot of sukka although it is less than one hand- 
breadth wide, as you are the one who said: Ifone placed roofing 
over an alleyway which has a side post on one of the open ends 

to permit carrying in that alleyway on Shabbat, it is fit as a sukka 

for that same Shabbat, although it would not be fit during the rest 
of the week of the Festival." 


Rava replied to him: That is indeed my statement; however, the 
fact is that the baraita does not cite that distinction, because it is 
not necessary to state that there are circumstances in which the 
general halakhot of sukka are stricter than its halakhot on Shabbat, 
as there is no novelty in the concept that the halakhot of parti- 
tions on Shabbat should apply to a sukka. Now that we say that 
halakhot may be derived from a leniency to a stringency, as a 
halakha that applies to sukka, which is a positive mitzva, is ap- 
plied to the halakhot of Shabbat, which is a stringent prohibition 
punishable by karet; then from a stringency, the halakhot of 
Shabbat, to a leniency, all the more so may halakhot be derived. 
Therefore, there is no reason for the baraita to mention that 
distinction explicitly. 


§ Apropos roofing over an alleyway, the Gemara elaborates 
about the matter itself. Rava said: 


NOTES 


Shabbat and sukka - nay Naw: The relationship between 
the halakhot of Shabbat and sukka i is evident from the start 
of the tractate, where the two are compared. They are com- 
parable due to the significance of partitions in both areas of 
halakha. However, despite their similarities, the halakhot are 
not identical. That is due to the fundamental difference be- 


tween the function served by the partitions in the different 
areas. In the halakhot of Shabbat, they serve as boundaries 
between different domains. In the halakhot of sukka, they 
serve to establish a structure. This distinction leads to vari- 
ous stringencies and leniencies applicable in each case (see 
Hiddushei Rabbi Meir Arak). 
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If one placed roofing over an alleyway" that has a side post, it 
is fit for use as a sukka. 


And similarly, Rava said: If one placed roofing over upright 
boards surrounding wells,"™" it is fit for use as a sukka. A well is 
usually at least four handbreadths wide and ten handbreadths 
deep. Therefore, it is considered a private domain, and it is pro- 
hibited to draw water from it on Shabbat, as that would consti- 
tute a violation of the prohibition to carry from a private domain 
into a public one. In order to permit drawing water from the well, 
the surrounding area must be partitioned off and rendered a 
private domain. For the benefit of Festival pilgrims, the Sages 
instituted a special leniency that full-fledged partitions need not 
be constructed around the well for this purpose. Rather, it is 
sufficient if there are four double posts at the four corners of 
the area surrounding the well. Since these symbolic barriers 
are considered partitions for the halakhot of Shabbat, they are 
considered partitions for the halakhot of sukka on Shabbat as well. 


The Gemara notes: And it is necessary for Rava to state the hala- 
kha in each of the two similar cases, as if he had taught us only 
that the sukka is fit in the case of the alleyway, one could say that 
it is due to the fact that there are two full-fledged walls; how- 
ever, in the case of upright boards surrounding wells, where 
there are not two full-fledged walls and most of the area is 
breached, say no, it is not considered a fit sukka. 


And if he had taught us only the case of upright boards sur- 
rounding wells, one could say that it is due to the fact that in that 
case it is in the category of a sukka with four, albeit virtual, walls; 
however, in the case where one placed roofing over an alleyway, 
where it is not in the category of a sukka with four walls, say no, 
it is not considered a fit sukka. 


And if he had taught us only these two cases, to teach that a 
partition with regard to the halakhot of Shabbat is a partition 
with regard to the halakhot of sukka, one could say that it is 
due to the fact that one can derive a halakha from a stringency, 
the halakhot of Shabbat, to a leniency," the halakhot of sukka; 
however, to derive a halakha from a leniency to a stringency, 
say no. Therefore, it is necessary to teach the third halakha 
with regard to a sukka consisting of two walls in the standard 
sense and a third wall measuring a handbreadth: Since the third 
wall is considered a wall with regard to the halakhot of sukka, a 
leniency, it is considered a wall with regard to the halakhot of 
Shabbat, a stringency. 


NOTES 

One placed roofing over an alleyway — "12/2 yas by JDD: See 
Halakha note, where it is noted that the commentaries and 
he halakhic authorities dispute the matter of this alleyway. 

ost hold that it refers even to an open-ended alleyway that 
has a vertical post at one end. Although it is prohibited by 
rabbinic law to carry in such an alleyway on Shabbat, since 
by Torah law it is permitted to carry there, it is fit as a sukka. 
Others maintain that this halakha is limited to an alleyway 
hat is open to the public domain at one end and closed at 
he other. The question arises because the roofing was not 
placed at the closed end of the alleyway where there are three 
walls, as that is clearly a fit sukka. Rather, it was placed at the 
open end of the alleyway, where there are only two parallel 
walls and a vertical post on the third side. 


Upright boards surrounding wells — nix +3: The ordi- 
nance of upright boards surrounding wells was instituted to 
meet a specific need, to allow the Festival pilgrims to draw 
water for their animals on Shabbat. This method of parti- 
tioning the area surrounding the well was permitted only in 
Eretz Yisrael and only during the period of the pilgrimages to 
Jerusalem. Others maintain that this ordinance is also in effect 
when it facilitates the fulfill ment of other mitzvot as well, e.g., 
for yeshiva students returning to their studies (Me’iri). 


From a stringency to a leniency — sopp avama: Most 
authorities hold that it is permissible to use a sukka built in 
an alleyway or from upright boards surrounding a well only 
on Shabbat. Others maintain that the reasoning: Since they 
are partitions for the halakhot of Shabbat, they are partitions 
for the halakhot of sukka, permits their use throughout the 
Festival (cited by Ran). Others (Hokhmat Shlomo; Beer Avra- 
ham) ask: According to the first opinion, the sukka should be 
completely unfit, as it is not suitable for use for the entire Fes- 
tival. Several answers were suggested. The fact that this sukka 
is not fit for use all seven days is not due to a fundamental 
deficiency; therefore, once incomplete walls are permitted, 
all the more so, the fact that it may not be used throughout 
the Festival does not render the sukka unfit (see Arukh LaNer, 
Emek Sukkot, and others). 


BACKGROUND 
Upright boards surrounding wells — nix pa BS: 


Upright boards framing a space around the well 


HALAKHA 


One placed roofing over an alleyway — ‘12/2 3 by ‘yp’: If 
one places roofing over an alleyway with a side post at its 
entrance, the resulting sukka is fit for use on Shabbat during 
the Festival; since the post is considered a partition with re- 
gard to the halakhot of Shabbat it is considered a wall with 
regard to the halakhot of sukka as well. This is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava. There is a dispute about the nature 
of this alleyway. Some hold that this is the halakha even in 


the case of an open-ended alleyway (Rashi; Rambam; Rosh), 
while others maintain that this is the halakha only in a case 
where the alleyway is closed on three sides (Josafot; Ran; Me’iri; 
Rema as explained by the Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 630:7). 


Roofing over upright boards surrounding wells — sandy yD 
Dix pI a: If one places roofing over upright boards or double 


posts, since they are considered a partition with regard to the 
halakhot of Shabbat, they are considered a wall with regard to 
the halakhot of sukka as well, and one may use the resulting 
sukka on Shabbat. Some restrict the fitness of the sukka to 
circumstances where these walls are effective with regard to 
the halakhot of Shabbat, i.e., only in Eretz Yisrael and for Festival 
pilgrims (Ran; Meʻiri, Rema as explained by the Vilna Gaon; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 630:7). 
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Whose sunlight is greater than its shade - aindyn man Anan: 
A sukka whose sunlight exceeds its shade is unfit. This applies 
only with regard to sunlight that passes through the roofing; 
however, sunlight that passes through the sides does not render 
the sukka unfit. This ruling is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yoshiya because his opinion is consistent with the 
approach of the tanna‘im that was rejected (Beit Yosef, Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 630:1). 
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§ The mishna continues: And a sukka whose sunlight, i.e., the 
sunlight that passes through the roofing, is greater than its 
shade," is unfit. 


The Sages taught in a baraita that in the statement: Whose 
sunlight is greater than its shade, the reference is to sunlight that 
passes through due to sparse roofing, and not to the sunlight 
entering due to gaps in the walls. It is possible for a sukka to 
have more sunlight than shade due to sunlight passing through 
the sides and not the roofing, in which case the sukka is fit. 
Rabbi Yoshiya says: If the sunlight exceeds the shade the sukka 
is unfit, even if the sunlight is due to gaps in the walls. 


Rav Yeimar bar Shelemya said in the name of Abaye: What is 
the rationale for the statement of Rabbi Yoshiya? It is as it is 
written: “And you shall screen [vesakkota] the Ark with the 
curtain” (Exodus 40:3). The curtain is a partition and not a 
covering over the Ark, and nevertheless, the Merciful One calls 
it roofing [sekhakha]. Apparently, we require the purpose of 
a partition to be similar to the purpose of roofing; just as the 
roofing must be mostly impermeable by sunlight, so must the 
partition. 


And how do the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi Yoshiya, in- 
terpret the term: And you shall screen [vesakkota]? That term 
teaches that we should bend the top of the curtain a bit so that 
it appears as roofing over the Ark. 


Abaye said: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and Rabbi Yoshiya, and 
Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Shimon, and Rabban Gamliel, and 
Beit Shammai, and Rabbi Eliezer, and Aherim all hold" that 
we require the sukka to be sturdy and fit for dwelling like a 
permanent residence. 


Abaye cites the relevant statements of the tanna’im listed above. 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi states this opinion, as it is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Any sukka that does 
not have an area of four cubits by four cubits is unfit. These 
are the dimensions of a permanent residence. 


The fact that Rabbi Yoshiya holds that a sukka must be a perma- 
nent residence can be seen from that which we stated, that the 
walls must also be impermeable by sunlight like the walls of a 
permanent residence. 


Rabbi Yehuda also holds that a sukka must be a permanent 
residence, as we learned in the mishna: A sukka that is more 
than twenty cubits high is unfit; Rabbi Yehuda deems it fit. 
As explained above, in constructing a sukka more than twenty 
cubits high, one cannot render his residence a temporary resi- 
dence; rather, he must construct a sturdy permanent residence. 


Rabbi Shimon agrees, as it is taught in a baraita: The dimen- 
sions of a sukka are two walls in the standard sense, anda third 
wall that measures even a handbreadth; Rabbi Shimon says: 
Three of the walls must be walls in the standard sense, and 
a fourth wall is required that measures even a handbreadth. 
Apparently, a sukka must be surrounded on four sides like a 
permanent residence. 


Rabban Gamliel holds that a sukka must be a permanent resi- 
dence, as it is taught in a baraita: In the case of one who estab- 
lishes his sukka atop a wagon or atop a boat, Rabban Gamliel 

deems it unfit; a mobile structure is not a permanent residence. 
Rabbi Akiva deems it fit. Apparently, Rabban Gamliel requires 

that a sukka be a permanent residence. 


They all hold - mb KTD maa: There is an accepted halakhic 
principle dating back to the time of the geonim that wher- 
ever the Gemara presents the opinions of multiple Sages 
as a single approach, the halakha is not in accordance with 


NOTES 
that approach. The Gemara presents all the opinions as one 
approach only to teach that despite nuanced differences 
between them, they all represent an approach that is rejected 
and not ruled as halakha. 
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Beit Shammai agree, as we learned in a mishna: In the case 
of one whose head and most of his body were in the sukka 
and his table was in the house, Beit Shammai deem the 
sukka unfit, since a small sukka is unfit for use and one cannot 
fulfill the mitzva of sukka with it. And Beit Hillel deem it fit. 
Apparently, Beit Shammai require that the sukka be similar to 
a permanent structure. 


Rabbi Eliezer holds that a sukka must be a permanent resi- 
dence, as we learned in a mishna: In the case of one who es- 
tablishes his sukka like a type of circular hut whose walls 
slope down from the center and has no roof, or one who 
rested the sukka against the wall, taking long branches and 
placing one end on the ground and leaning the other end 
against the wall, establishing a structure with no roof, Rabbi 
Eliezer deems it unfit because it does not have a roof, and 
the Rabbis deem it fit. A permanent residence has a roof. 


Aherim agree, as it is taught in a baraita that Aherim say: A 
sukka built in a circular shape like a dovecote" is unfit, be- 
cause it does not have corners, and a permanent residence 
is one with corners." 


§ Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to a sukka that is shaped 
like a furnace’ and is completely round, if its circumference 
has sufficient space for twenty-four people to sit in it, it is 
fit, and if not, it is unfit. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did 
Rabbi Yohanan rule that the sukka must be so expansive? 
The Gemara answers: It is undoubtedly in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said: Any sukka 
that does not have an area of four cubits by four cubits is 
unfit. Since he requires the sukka with the largest minimum 
dimensions, Rabbi Yohanan must hold in accordance with his 
opinion. 


However, even if he holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the question arises: Now, since when 
a person sits, he occupies one cubit of space, the circumfer- 
ence required by Rabbi Yohanan for the sukka is twenty-four 
cubits. However, mathematically, for every three hand- 
breadths circumference in a circle, there is a diameter of 
approximately one handbreadth. Consequently, rather than 
requiring a sukka that holds twenty-four people, a sukka that 
holds merely twelve people should suffice, since a sukka with 
a circumference of twelve cubits has a diameter of approxi- 
mately four. In that case, why does Rabbi Yohanan require the 
sukka to have double the necessary circumference? 


| HALAKHA -| 


A circular sukka — may mip: A round sukka is fit, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. With regard 
to the required minimum size of a round sukka, since the 
minimum size of a fit sukka is a bit more than seven by 


seven handbreadths, the circumference of a round sukka must 
measure approximately thirty handbreadths, in accordance 
with the conclusion of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 634:2). 


| NOTES | ————___— 


A sukka built like a dovecote — Jaiwa mwy 73W: Ac- 
cording to most authorities, Rabbi Yohanan disagrees with 
Aherim in this matter (see Rashi). Some explain that a sukka 
built like a dovecote is specifically a small, narrow sukka, 
like an actual dovecote; however, a sukka of the requisite 
area is not deemed unfit due to its shape (see Arukh LaNer). 


Dovecote 


Furnace - Wa: 


Ruins of cylindrical furnaces in Almeria, Spain, used for melting iron ore 
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A square circumscribed by a circle - xbuy {30 PDT MYID": 
Some explain the Gemara according to the opinion of the 


Rambam and others that one does not ca 


Iculate the internal 


area of a round sukka to determine its fitness. Rather, one 


determines whether a square sukka with 
could fit inside the circular one. The same 


the requisite area 
is true with regard 


to several other halakhot. In certain areas of halakha, e.g., the 
halakhot of leprosy, a round house is not considered a house 


at all, or at least it is not deemed a full-fl 


dwelling. 


edged permanent 


Every square whose sides measure one cubit, etc. - bs 
^D KYD KAX: Tosafot proved that the measure of one 
and two-fifths is not precise. The actual measure is the square 


root of two, which is slightly more than 1.4 
ratio of the circumference of the circle to 


14. In addition, the 
its diameter is not 


precisely 3:1 but is actually greater, approximately 3.141:1. The 


Rambam explains that since these num 


bers can never be 


calculated precisely, as they are irrational numbers, the Sages 
rounded them. The Meiri explains that since the discussion 


here is with regard to measurements o 
the minute difference between the preci 
approximations of the Sages is not signifi 
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The Gemara answers: This applies only in the middle of the circle 
that has a circumference of twelve cubits, as the diameter of the 
circle is four cubits; but in order for a square inscribed within a 
circle to have a perimeter of sixteen cubits, the circle requires a 
circumference that is more than twelve cubits. 


The Gemara asks further: Now, by how much is the perimeter ofa 
square inscribing a circle greater than the circumference of that 
circle? It is greater by one quarter of the perimeter of the square. If 
that is the case, a circle with a circumference of sixteen cubits is 
sufficient. Why, then, does Rabbi Yohanan require a circumference 
of twenty-four cubits? 


The Gemara answers: This statement with regard to the ratio of the 
perimeter of a square to the circumference of a circle applies to a 
circle inscribed in a square, but in the case of a square circum- 
scribed bya circle," the circle requires a greater circumference due 
to the projection of the corners of the square. In order to ensure 
that a square whose sides are four cubits each fits neatly into a circle, 
the circumference of the circle must be greater than sixteen cubits. 


The Gemara calculates precisely how much greater the circumfer- 
ence must be in order to circumscribe the four-by-four-cubit square. 
Now, in every square whose sides each measure one cubit" its di- 
agonal’? measures one and two-fifths cubits, and in a circle that 
circumscribes a square, the diagonal of the square is the diameter 
of the circle. In this case, the circumscribed square measures four 
by four cubits; therefore, the diagonal of the square, which is the 
diameter of the circle, measures five and three-fifths cubits. Since 
the Gemara calculates the circumference of the circle as three times 
its diameter, a circular sukka with a circumference of seventeen 
cubits minus one-fifth ofa cubit should be sufficient. The Gemara 
answers: Rabbi Yohanan was not precise and rounded the dimen- 
sions of the circular sukka to a number higher than the absolute 
minimum. 


The Gemara wonders: Say that we say that the Sage was not precise 
when the difference between the number cited and the precise 
number is slight; however, when the difference is great, do we say 
the Sage was not precise? After all, Rabbi Yohanan stated that the 
minimum measure is twenty-four cubits, a difference of more than 
seven cubits. 


A square and its diagonal — pose ya): This is the proof 
offered by Tosafot for the fact that the ratio of the side of a 
square to its diagonal is actually greater than the ratio stated 
in the Gemara: The square AGIC has an area of one hundred 
units (ten by ten). The square BDHF is half the size of the square 
AGIC and so it has an area of fifty units. However, each side of 
this square (such as BD) is itself a diagonal; in the case of BD, it 
is the diagonal of the square ADEB. Since each side of square 
ADEB (e.g., EB) is five units long, based on the rule suggested 
by the Talmud, BD should measure seven units in length. If this 
were true, though, the area of square BDHF would be forty-nine 
units (seven by seven), and it was already noted that its area is 
fifty units. Therefore, it must be that BD is slightly longer than 
seven units (7.071) and so the rule provided by the Talmud is 


an approximation. 
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Calculation according to Tosafot of the ratio of a square to its diagonal 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


STON ATTA KDWP Dm? HN 
NDANI NIRA MID A PWS 31? 
Say VERS ND YBNI? 
DPO py DPD -W17 NI TGI 

PINY pya Kvan 


MINN PI NI PNT WN 
PPT NX? PWY a KPP? 


adiyd »wre and py 3179 OX 
DIPA BOY vay) DY NANI NYA 
DUT NS? TA 


733 IWAN -W NI TBD 
KIAN pr xd ayn IKAD KUDNT 
PIN? 


NDPT MT AD OS PPT N 
- RID aD port KADY OTAN 
NYD 


Mar Keshisha, i.e., the elder, son of Rav Hisda, said to Rav Ashi: 
Do you hold that when a man sits, he sits and occupies one cubit, 
and consequently a sukka that seats twenty-four people must have 
a circumference of twenty-four cubits? In fact, three people sit 
and occupy two cubits. The Gemara asks: How many cubits are 
there in the sukka required by Rabbi Yohanan? There are sixteen 
cubits. But we require a sukka with a circumference of seventeen 
cubits minus one-fifth, as calculated above. The Gemara answers: 
He was not precise and rounded the figure down to the lower 
whole number; actually, the required circumference is four-fifths 
of a cubit larger. 


The Gemara rejects this explanation: Say that we say that the Sage 
was not precise when the result is a stringency, e.g., he required 
a sukka whose dimensions are greater than the minimum required 
dimensions; however, when the result is a leniency, do we say the 
Sage was not precise? In that case, the lack of precision will lead 
to establishing a sukka whose dimensions are smaller than the 
minimum requirement. 


Rav Asi said to Rav Ashi: Actually, a man sits and occupies one 
cubit," and Rabbi Yohanan is not factoring the space that the 
men occupy in his calculation.’ In other words, to this point, the 
assumption has been that Rabbi Yohanan calculated the circum- 
ference of the sukka required to seat twenty-four people. Actually, 
he merely calculated the circumference of the inner circle formed 
by the twenty-four people seated. 


The Gemara asks: How many cubits are there in the circumfer- 
ence of the inner circle formed by a circle of twenty-four people? 
There are eighteen cubits. Based on the principle that for every 
three cubits of circumference there is one cubit of diameter, the 
diameter ofa circle whose outer circumference surrounds twenty- 
four people is eight cubits. To calculate the circumference of the 
inner circle, subtract from the diameter the space occupied by two 
people, each sitting at one end of the diameter. The result is a di- 
ameter of six cubits. Based on the above principle, a circle with a 
diameter of six cubits will have a circumference of eighteen cubits. 
However, a circumference of seventeen cubits minus one-fifth of 
a cubit should be sufficient. The Gemara answers: This is the case 
where he was not precise, and in this case he is not precise when 
the result is a stringency, as instead of sixteen and four-fifths, 
Rabbi Yohanan required eighteen cubits. 


The Sages of Caesarea, and some say that it was the judges of 
Caesarea, said that Rabbi Yohanan’s statement could be explained 
using a different calculation: The circumference of a circle in- 
scribed in a square is one-quarter less than the perimeter of the 
square, 


NOTES 


A man sits and occupies one cubit - 2m KIANI XJA: Sincea He is not factoring the space that the men occupy in his 
person occupies more space sitting than standing, the calcula- calculation - »wnp xb 923 Dip: According to this statement, 
tion of the Gemara is based on the precise formulation of Rabbi this is referring to a case of one who seeks to build a sukka but 
Yohanan’s statement. He spoke of a circular sukka in which has no tools to measure the area precisely. Therefore, he seats 
people are sitting, not merely a sukka containing twenty-four people in a circle to demarcate where to place the walls of the 
people. Here, too, the calculation of the space occupied by the sukka (Penei Yehoshua). 

average person is based on people sitting (Arukh LaNer). 
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BACKGROUND 
Two craftsmen’s booths - pyi bw nisi nw: 


Inner and outer booths 


Samaritans [Kutim] - o»m>: These are the descendants of 
the nations displaced by Sennacherib, king of Assyria, and 
brought to settle in Eretz Yisrael. Initially, they converted. 
Over time, they readopted their original religion, but contin- 
ued to fulfill several mitzvot (see Il Kings, chapter 17). At the 
beginning of the Second Temple period, during the times of 
Ezra and Nehemiah, relations between the Samaritans and 
the Jews deteriorated. Later, the Samaritans established a 
center of worship on Mount Gerizim, as they claimed that 
the sanctity of that mountain was established by one of 
the Ten Commandments. Consequently, there was a very 
real possibility that their blessings and prayers, although 
somewhat similar to the Jewish liturgy, might conclude 
in a manner antithetical to Judaism. Some generations of 
Jewish Sages recognized Samaritans as half-Jews. They went 
so far as to say: In the mitzvot that the Samaritans adopted, 
they are extremely exacting in their fulfillment, even more 
than the Jews are. Ultimately, as the Samaritans continued 
to distance themselves from the Jewish people in virtually 
every regard, they were accorded the legal status of gentiles. 


Samaritan high priest with Torah scroll, 1905 
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NOTES 


while the perimeter of a square circumscribed by a circle is small- 
er than the circumference of that circle by half," i.e., if one adds half 
the perimeter of the square to the perimeter of the square, that is 
equal to the circumference of its circumscribing circle. Therefore, a 
circle with a circumference of twenty-four cubits would circum- 
scribe a square with a perimeter of sixteen cubits, as prescribed 
by Rabbi Yohanan. The Gemara notes: And that is not the case, as 
we see that the circumference of the circumscribing circle is not 
that much. The actual circumference is closer to seventeen cubits. 


§) Rabbi Levi said in the name of Rabbi Meir: With regard to two 
craftsmen’s booths,’ one within the other, as potters would build 
two booths, an inner one used as living quarters and an outer one 
for plying their craft and selling their wares, the inner one is not fit 
for fulfillment of the mitzva of sukka," since the potter resides there 
year-round and it is not evident during the Festival that he is resid- 
ing there for the sake of the mitzva of sukka. And since it a perma- 
nent residence, it is also obligated in the mitzva of mezuza. And 
the outer booth is fit for fulfillment of the mitzva of sukka," since 
he does not reside there year-round, and when he resides there 
during the Festival it is evident that he is doing so for the sake of 
the mitzva. Since it is not designated as a year-round residence, 
but rather serves as an entrance to his residence and a passage for 
merchants and merchandise, it is not considered a residence and is 
not obligated in the mitzva of mezuza." 


The Gemara asks: Why is the outer booth exempt from the mitzva 
of mezuza? Let the outer booth be considered like a gatehouse 
of the inner booth and therefore be obligated in the mitzva of 
mezuza. The Gemara answers: It is exempt because even the inner 
booth is not a permanent residence." It requires a mezuza because 
the potter resides there year-round; however, that alone does not 
render it a full-fledged residence that would obligate one to affix a 
mezuza to the outer booth as its gatehouse. 


The Sages taught: The booths represented by the mnemonic: Gim- 
mel, nun, beit, kaf, which stands for a booth of gentiles [goyim],a 

booth of women [nashim], a booth of domesticated animals 

[behema], a booth of Samaritans [Kutim],®" a booth of any sort, 
each is fit for use as a sukka, provided it is roofed in the standard 

sense. None of them is disqualified due to the one who constructed 

it or the purpose for which it was constructed. 


Asquare circumscribed by a circle is smaller than the circum- 
ference of that circle by half - xaba Kaay wa past Myra: 
The commentaries encountered difficulty in attempting to 
explain the opinion of the judges of Caesarea, primarily because 
it is so obviously wrong, even if it is merely an approximation. 
Several explanations were proposed (see Josafot). One expla- 
nation is that they are referring to the area of a square circum- 
scribed by a square that in turn is circumscribed by a circle. 
However, that too is difficult. In any event, the Me‘iri points out 
that the Gemara itself notes: We see that the circumference 
of the circumscribing circle is not that much larger than the 
perimeter of the square. 


The inner one is not fit for fulfillment of the mitzva of sukka - 
MDD AX mmaa: The commentaries debate the reason for 
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this halakha. According to Rashi and others, since the inner 
room is his permanent residence, it is not conspicuous that he 
is residing there in order to fulfill the mitzva. Although there is 
no requirement to construct the sukka specifically for the sake 
of the mitzva, there is a requirement that one reside there for 
the sake of the mitzva. Others explain that it is unfit because 
the inner room was built for residence and not for shade, and 
a sukka that is not constructed for shade is unfit (Ran; Me'iri). 


Because it is not a permanent residence - w3) xh Downa: 
There is disagreement whether this statement of the Gemara 
is referring to the inner or the outer booth. According to Rashi 
and others (Rid; Ra'avad), it is referring to the inner room. The 
inner room is not sufficiently permanent that it would render its 
gatehouse, the outer room, obligated in the mitzva of mezuza. 


This explanation is based on their opinion that the obligation 
to affix a mezuza in a gatehouse is by rabbinic law. According 
to those who disagree (Rambam; Me'iri) the outer room lacks 
permanence since the craftsman occasionally destroys and 
rebuilds it based on his needs. 


A booth of Samaritans - wma na1D: Although the Gemara 
already mentioned a booth of gentiles, it was necessary to 
mention the Samaritans specifically in order to teach that their 
sukka may not be used to fulfill the mitzva, even though they 
build these booths for the sake of the mitzva, because they 
are not well versed in the halakhot and do not observe the 
mitzvot properly (see Jerusalem Talmud). Therefore, one must 
inspect a booth that they built to determine whether it is fit 
(Emek Sukkot). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the term: In the standard 
sense? Rav Hisda said that it means: And provided that one es- 
tablished the booth to provide shade of a sukka" from its roofing, 
it may be used to fulfill the mitzva of sukka. 


The Gemara asks: What does the phrase: A booth of any sort, come 

to include? What other booths are included in this generalization? 

The Gemara answers: It comes to include the booths listed in an- 
other baraita with the mnemonic: Reish, kuf, beit, shin, as the 

Sages taught: The booth known by the mnemonic reish, kuf, beit, 
shin, which stands for the booth of shepherds [ro’im], the booth 

of fig driers [kayyatzim], the booth of guards of fields [ burganin], 
the booth of the guards of produce [shomerei peirot], a booth of 
any sort, each is fit, provided it is roofed in the standard sense. 


The Gemara asks again: What is the meaning of the term: In the 
standard sense? Rav Hisda said that it means: And provided that 
one established the booth to provide shade of a sukka, it may be 
used to fulfill the mitzva of sukka. 


The Gemara asks: What does the phrase: A booth of any sort, 
come to include? The Gemara answers: It comes to include the 
booths listed in the first baraita cited above with the mnemonic 
gimmel, nun, beit, kaf. 


The Gemara explains: This tanna who taught and detailed the 
halakhot of booths of gimmel, nun, beit, kaf did so because the fit- 
ness of the booths of gimmel, nun, beit, kaf for use in fulfilling the 
mitzva of sukka is powerful and more obvious to him because they 
are permanent structures, even though their builders are not obli- 
gated in the mitzva. And he taught: Booths of any sort, to include 
the booths of reish, kuf, beit, shin, which, although they are sea- 
sonal and not permanent structures, may still be used to fulfill the 
mitzva of sukka. 


And that other tanna who taught and detailed the halakhot of 
booths of reish, kuf, beit, shin did so because the fitness of the 
booths of gimmel, nun, beit, kaf for use in fulfilling the mitzva of 
sukka is powerful and more obvious to him because those who 
constructed the booths are obligated in the mitzva of sukka." And 
he taught: Booths of any sort, to include the booths of reish, kuf, 
beit, shin, which, although those who constructed them are not 
obligated in the mitzva, may still be used to fulfill the mitzva of 
sukka. 


NOTES 


And provided that one established the booth to provide 
shade of a sukka — 11D byb Axwyw xm: There are different 
opinions with regard to the meaning of the phrase: That he 
established it to provide shade of a sukka, as there is certainly 
no requirement to build it for the sake of the mitzva. According 
to Rashi, if the booth has fit roofing, that indicates that it was 
built for shade; if not, it appears that one constructed the booth 


Booths not made for the purpose of the mitzva - sow nid 
mynd ywy2: With regard to booths constructed by those not 
obligated in the mitzva of sukka, e.g., gentiles, women, live- 
stock, or Samaritans; and booths that are not permanent, e.g., 
those of shepherds, fig driers, guards of fields, or guards of 
produce, if they were roofed to provide shade, have fit roof- 


HALAKHA 


for privacy, in which case the structure would be fundamentally 
unfit (see Sefat Emet and Arukh LaNer). Rabbeinu Tam (cited in 
the Tur) explains that one established it to provide shade of a 
sukka and not that the roofing was thick like that of a house, 
which would render the sukka unfit. The Ran explains that it 
means that the sukka was built to use its shade and not to use 
it as a storage shed or as a permanent dwelling. 


ing, and were not made for another purpose, they are fit 
(Magen Avraham). Although they were built by those not ob- 
ligated in the mitzva and they are not permanent, they are 
fit, provided that one adds to the sukka, e.g., a square hand- 
breadth of roofing (Bah; Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 635:1) 


MATN PD: PEREK I: 8B 
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HALAKHA 


Old sukka — mau 73W: A sukka constructed more than thirty 
days prior to the festival of Sukkot is fit, provided that one 
introduces a minor modification with the Festival in mind. 
This modification can cover a square handbreadth in one 
place or any measure stretching across the length of the 
sukka. If one established the sukka specifically for the Festival, 
it is fit even if it was established a year earlier, in accordance 
with the opinion of Beit Hillel in the mishna and the ruling 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, which requires the modification. 
According to most authorities, the modification is added in 
he roofing (Ittur; Me‘iri; Ritva). Even in a sukka established 
specifically for the Festival one should introduce a modifica- 
ion to make it clear that the sukka is indeed for the sake of 
he mitzva (Bah; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 636:1). 


Prohibition against deriving benefit from the wood of 
the sukka — n30 *¥YA TRIT NDN: It is prohibited to derive 
benefit from the wood of the sukka for the duration of the 
entire festival of Sukkot; this applies to both the walls and 
he roofing. It is even prohibited to remove a splinter for use 
as a toothpick. This ruling is in accordance with the ruling 
of Rav Sheshet in the name of Rabbi Akiva (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 6381). 


NOTES 


However, if he established it expressly for the sake of 
the festival of Sukkot - 3n ow) ANDY OX bax: Accord- 
ing to Rashi and others, this phrase i in the mishna modi- 
fies the opinion of Beit Shammai, indicating that they do 
not disagree in a case where the sukka was constructed 
specifically for the Festival. However, this understanding 
is difficult, as it is not typical for the mishna to discuss Beit 
Shammai's opinion at length. Therefore, some interpret this 
phrase as explaining that Beit Hillel permit not only an old 
sukka that was built thirty days before the Festival, but even 
one that was built much earlier (Ran). See Tosafot, who 
conclude from here that Beit Hillel do not require even a 
small modification to the sukka if it was built for the sake of 
he Festival. Some explain that the term makhshirin in the 
mishna means render it fit, not deem it fit, alluding to the 
act that there is an obligation to make a small modification 
in the sukka ab initio. 


Modifications in the sukka - nawa wasn: In the Jerusa- 
em Talmud, there is a requirement to introduce a minor 
modification to render an old sukka fit. Some hold that it is 
a requirement by Torah law (Beit Yosef, geonim). Others say 
hat the requirement to introduce a modification is only to 
enhance the mitzva, and the sukka is fit even by rabbinic 
aw without modification (Ran; Me‘iri, Magen Avraham; see 
Tosafot). 


Prohibition of the wood of the sukka - naw gY noy: The 
nature of this prohibition is subject to dispute. Some main- 
tain that the wood of the sukka is consecrated by Torah law, 
and it is prohibited to derive benefit from it for the duration 
of the mitzva (see Tosafot). Others hold that the wood was 
designated for fulfillment of the mitzva, and it may not be 
used in a manner similar to items that are set aside from 
use on Shabbat and Festivals. There is also a disagreement 
whether the Torah prohibition, according to that opinion, 
applies to the entire sukka or just to its essential component, 
i.e., its minimum dimensions by Torah law (Rabbeinu Yitzhak 
and Rabbeinu Tam in Tosafot). An additional question is 
whether the prohibition applies only to a standing sukka, 
or even to wood that fell off during the Festival (see Me'iri; 
Rosh; Shulhan Arukh HaRav). Some distinguish between dif- 
ferent parts of the sukka as follows: The roofing is prohibited 
due to its sanctity, the walls because they are set aside, and 
the decorations due to the prohibition of treating a mitzva 
with contempt (see Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Me’ir). 
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MISHNA Ce? ao old sukka” Peit 


Shammai deem it unfit for the mitzva 
of sukka and Beit Hillel deem it fit. And which is considered 
an old sukka? It is any booth that one established thirty days 
or more prior to the Festival without expressly designating that 
it was for the mitzva of sukka. In that case, the assumption is 
that he constructed it for some other purpose. However, if he 
established it expressly for the sake of the festival of Sukkot," 
even if he constructed it at the beginning of the previous year, 
it is fit for use in the fulfillment of the mitzva of sukka, even 
according to Beit Shammai." 


G E M A The Gemara asks: What is the rationale 

for the opinion of Beit Shammai? The 
Gemara explains that it is as the verse states: “The festival of 
Sukkot is seven days unto the Lord” (Leviticus 23:34), indicating 
that we require a sukka established for the sake of the Festival. 
A sukka not constructed expressly for the Festival is unfit. 


The Gemara asks: And how do Beit Hillel interpret this verse? 
The Gemara answers: In Beit Hillel’s opinion, that verse is neces- 
sary to teach in accordance with the statement of Rav Sheshet, 
as Rav Sheshet said in the name of Rabbi Akiva: From where 
is it derived that use of the wood of the sukka is prohibited" for 
any purpose other than for the sukka all seven days of the Festival, 
and it is designated exclusively for the mitzva? It is derived as the 
verse states: “The festival of Sukkot is seven days unto the Lord.” 


And it is taught in a baraita in explanation that Rabbi Yehuda 
ben Beteira says: Just as the name of Heaven takes effect upon 
the Festival peace-offering, so too, the name of Heaven takes 
effect upon the sukka, as it is stated: “The festival of Sukkot is 
seven days unto the Lord”; just as the Festival offering is con- 
secrated to the Lord, so too, the sukka is consecrated to the 
Lord. 


The Gemara asks: But don’t Beit Shammai require the verse to 
derive this halakha as well? The Gemara answers: Yes, indeed it 
is so that Beit Shammai derives the sanctity of the wood of the 
sukka from this verse. Therefore, the rationale for their opinion 
with regard to an old sukka must be based on a different verse. 


Rather, what is the rationale for the opinion of Beit Shammai 
with regard to an old sukka? Another verse is written: “You shall 
prepare for you the festival of Sukkot for seven days” (Deuter- 
onomy 16:13), from which it is derived that we require a sukka 
established for the sake of the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: And how do Beit Hillel interpret this verse? 
The Gemara answers: That verse is necessary to teach that one 
may establish a sukka even during the intermediate days of the 
Festival. If one failed to construct a sukka prior to the onset of 
the Festival, or ifit collapsed during the Festival, he may establish 
it during the intermediate days, as the mitzva to establish a sukka 
is in effect for all seven days of the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do Beit Shammai derive this 
halakha? They hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer, who said: One may not establish a sukka during the 
intermediate days of the Festival. Therefore, the requirement to 
build the sukka for the sake of the mitzva may be derived from 
this verse. 
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The Gemara proceeds to clarify Beit Hillel’s opinion: And do Beit 
Hillel not agree with the statement that Rav Yehuda said that Rav 
said? As Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: If one fashioned ritual 
fringes from hanging threads that remain protruding from the 
fabric like thorns after most of the superfluous threads were torn, 
and tied them into ritual fringes; or if he tied the fringes from 
threads" that hang down after sewing; or if he tied them from the 
fringes [geradin]"! that hang from the bottom of a garment, the 
ritual fringes are unfit for fulfilling the mitzva. However, if the 
ritual fringes were tied from balls of thread that were not spun 
for the sake of the mitzva, they are fit. 


And Rav Yehuda related: When I stated this halakha in the name 

of Rav before Shmuel, he said to me: Even ritual fringes tied 
from balls of thread are unfit, as we require the spinning of the 
thread to be for the sake of the mitzva." Just as the threads for the 
ritual fringes must be spun for the sake of the mitzva, here too, let 
us require a sukka established for the sake of the mitzva. 


The Gemara answers: It is different there, as the verse states: 
“You shall prepare for you fringes” (Deuteronomy 22:12), from 
which it is derived: “For you,” for the sake of your obligation. 
The fringes, from the beginning of their production, must be 
produced for the sake of the mitzva. The Gemara asks: Here, too, 
with regard to sukka, the verse says: “You shall prepare for you 
the festival of Sukkot” (Deuteronomy 16:13). Shouldn't it be 
derived: “For you,” for the sake of your obligation? 


The Gemara answers that this term “for you” is required to ex- 
clude use of a stolen sukka; establish the sukka for you, and do 
not use a sukka belonging to another. The Gemara asks: There, 
too, with regard to ritual fringes, isn’t the term “for you” required 
to exclude use of stolen ritual fringes? 


The Gemara answers: There, with regard to ritual fringes, an- 
other verse is written: “And they shall make for them ritual 
fringes” (Numbers 15:38), from which it is derived: “For them,” of 
their own, to exclude the use of stolen ritual fringes. Therefore 
from the term “for you,” it may be derived that ritual fringes must 
be produced for the sake of the mitzva. 


MISHNA With regard to one who establishes his 


sukka beneath a tree," it is as though 
he established it inside the house’ and it is unfit. If one estab- 
lished a sukka atop another sukka," the upper sukka is fit and 
the lower sukka is unfit. Rabbi Yehuda says: If there are no 
residents in the upper sukka, the lower sukka is fit. 


Sukka beneath a tree - a nnana: This case is interpreted 
differently by various commentaries and halakhic authorities 
(see Meʻiri and others). According to Rabbeinu Tam, who cites 
the geonim and others, there is a distinction between a case 
where the sukka was built before the tree was planted, where 
the sukka is fit, and a case where the tree was there before the 
sukka was established, where the sukka is unfit. 


As though he established it inside the house - AXwy tones 
man Jina: The lack of fitness of a sukka inside a house is obvious 
to the tanna because the fundamental meaning of the verse 
is that one leaves his home to reside in a sukka. No additional 


NOTES 
source is necessary to deem a sukka in a house unfit (Sefat Emet). 
Apparently, that is also the basis for deeming a sukka beneath a 
tree unfit, as that is not a sukka (Arukh LaNer; see Penei Yehoshua). 
Alternatively, that could have been derived by means of an a 
fortiori inference from the case of a sukka atop another sukka. 


A sukka atop another sukka - 7310 maby naw: The difference 
between the case of a sukka beneath another sukka and that 
of a sukka beneath a tree is that in the former, the lower sukka 
is unfit only when there is a gap separating the two layers of 
roofing, while a sukka beneath a tree is unfit even when there 
is no gap between the roofing and the tree. 


HALAKHA 


Ritual fringes made from thorns or from threads - myx 
PIIN Pip ya: It is prohibited to fashion ritual fringes from 
strands of wool caught in thorns used to smooth the fabric, 
or from strands of wool detached from an animal or from 
the edges of a cloth, since using these strands is a display 
of contempt for the mitzva. This ruling is in accordance with 
the interpretation of the Gemara according to the geonim 
and the Rambam (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:5). 


Ritual fringes specifically for the sake of the mitzva - %97 
aw) y?y: Ritual fringes must be spun specifically for 
the sake of the mitzva, in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel, as the Gemara rules in accordance with his opinion 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:1). 


NOTES 


Thorns [kotzin], threads [nimin], and fringes [geradin] - 
PTWMN paan PY ips: Several explanations were suggested 
for these terms. According to Rashi and the Rid, kotzin are 
warp threads that remain hanging on the loom after a patch 
of cloth is torn away and are retied and woven into the next 
patch of cloth. Some explain that they are parts of a weave 
that are torn when it is combed with special thorns used to 
smooth the cloth (Ritva). 

According to the geonim, nimin are strands of thick hair, 
such as goat hair, which can be found mixed in the wool. 
The geonim interpret geradin as referring to threads scraped 
from the end of the weave in order to straighten it. Accord- 
ing to the explanation of the geonim, it is prohibited to use 
these scraps for a mitzva due to the prohibition against 
treating mitzvot with contempt. This opinion is also cited 
in the Shulhan Arukh. 

Others prohibit using these types of thread due to the 
principle: Prepare it, and not from that which has already 
been prepared, which requires one to perform a positive 
action in preparing the ritual fringes. Yet others prohibit 
their use due to the requirement that the threads must be 
prepared specifically for the sake of the mitzva (see Arukh 
LaNer and others). 


LANGUAGE 
Fringes [geradin] - pT: Apparently from the Greek 
yépdtoc, gerdios, meaning weaver. Several terms dealing 
with weaving and the loom are derived from this root. 


HALAKHA 
Sukka beneath a tree - town nnn mip: A sukka built 
beneath a tree whose shade exceeds its sunlight is unfit, 
in accordance with the mishna and the opinion of Rava 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 626:1). 
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HALAKHA 


A sukka beneath a tree whose shade is minimal - nna 730 
vyn byw ts: f a sukka is established beneath a tree whose 
sunlight exceeds its shade, and the shade of the sukka is greater 
than its sunlight, some are of the opinion that it is fit and noth- 
ing further is required. However, if the sunlight of the sukka is 
greater than its shade, and it is only the shade provided by 
the tree that causes the shade in the sukka to exceed the sun- 
light, one must lower the branches of the tree and interweave 
them with the fit roofing of the sukka so that they will not be 
discernible (Rashi; Tosafot; Tur). Others say that even if the 
sukka is fit and its shade exceeds its sunlight, if the branches 
of the tree are directly above the fit roofing, they render the 
sukka unfit; however, if one interwove the branches of the tree 
into the roofing of the sukka, the sukka is fit. In addition, if the 
branches are not directly above the fit roofing, the sukka is fit 
(Rema). The halakha is in accordance with the latter, stricter 
ruling (Peri Megadim, Shulhan Arukh HaRav: others), although 
in exigent circumstances one may rely on the lenient opinion 
(Biur Halakha; others; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 626:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Gourd — nybs: Also called the bottle gourd or Lagenaria sicer- 
aria, this is a leafy summer vegetable of the gourd family. Usu- 
ally it grows extended on the ground, but at times it is trellised 
on trees. The gourd is trellised on branches and its fruits hang 
down. The greenish-white gourd produced by the plant is large, 
40-50 cm long and 25-30 cm wide, and shaped like a jug or 
bottle. The young fruit is typically eaten cooked and its seeds 
are eaten as a dessert. 


Bottle gourd 
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G E M ARA Rava said: They taught this halakha that 


a sukka beneath a tree is unfit only with 
regard to a tree whose shade is greater than its sunlight, as the 
source of the shade in the sukka is the tree and not the roofing. 
However, if its sunlight is greater than its shade," the sukka is 
fit, as in that case the roofing provides the shade. 


The Gemara asks: From where does Rava reach this conclusion? 
The Gemara answers: He learns this from the fact that the mishna 
teaches: It is as though he established it inside the house. Why 
do I need the mishna to teach: It is as though he established 
it inside the house? Let the mishna teach simply: It is unfit. 
Rather, this is teaching us that in the context of this halakha, 
a tree is similar to a house; just as with regard to a house, its 
shade is greater than its sunlight, so too, with regard to a tree, it 
invalidates the sukka only ifits shade is greater than its sunlight. 


The Gemara asks: And even if the sunlight is greater than the 
shade of the tree, what of it? Why does Rava deem the sukka 
beneath the tree fit in that case? Isn’t there unfit roofing, the 
uncut branches of the tree, joining together with the fit roofing 
on the sukka, rendering even the fit roofing on the sukka unfit? 
Rav Pappa said: This is referring to a case where one lowered 
the uncut branches" and combined them with the fit roofing 
so that the branches still attached to the tree are inconspicuous. 
Given that the majority of the roofing is fit, the roofing in its 
entirety is fit. 


The Gemara asks: If it is a case where he lowered them, what is 
the purpose of stating this halakha? Isn't it self-evident? The 
Gemara answers that it is necessary lest you say: Let us issue a 
decree and deem the roofing unfit in a case where one lowered 
them due to a case where one did not lower them. Therefore, it 
teaches us that we do not issue such a decree. 


The Gemara asks: That halakha, too, we already learned in a 
mishna: If one trellised the grapevine, the gourd,’ or the ivy, 
climbing plants, over a sukka while they are still attached to the 
ground, and he then added roofing atop them, the sukka is unfit, 
as roofing attached to the ground is unfit. If the amount of fit 
roofing was greater than the plants attached to the ground, or if 
he cut the climbing plants so that they were no longer attached 
to the ground, it is fit. 


The Gemara clarifies the details of the mishna: What are the 

circumstances? If we say that it is referring to a case where he 

did not lower the climbing plants and combine them with the fit 
roofing, doesn’t the unfit roofing join together with the fit roof- 
ing" on the sukka, rendering even the fit roofing on the sukka 

unfit? Rather, isn’t the mishna referring to a case where he low- 
ered them, and conclude from this mishna that we do not issue 

a decree in a case where he lowered the branches due to a case 

where he did not lower the branches. Rava’s statement is therefore 

unnecessary. The Gemara answers: Lest you say that this applies 

only after the fact, i.e., that if one already lowered the uncut 

branches or plants it is not unfit, but one may not do so ab initio; 

therefore, Rava teaches us that one may place roofing in this 

manner even ab initio. 


Where one lowered the branches [beshehavatan] - panga: 
There are several explanations of the verb havat in this context. 
Some say it means that one lowered the branches of the tree 
and interwove them with the roofing atop the sukka (Rashi; 
most halakhic authorities). Others explain that it means tha 
he removed leaves from the tree until there were so few lef 
that they did not provide shade (geonim; Rabbi Zerahya Ha- 
Levi; Or Zarua; others). Another opinion is that it means tha 
he cut the branches but did not move the roofing after he cu 
it (Rambam). Some explain that this last method is effective 


NOTES 
only if one placed the branches separate from the fit roofing 
(Maggid Mishne; others). And some say it means that he cut 
the branches almost completely off the tree, and they were 
attached by a thread (Piskei Rid; others). 


Doesn't the unfit roofing join together with the fit roof- 
ing - bia Jap meyn xp NT: The Ralavad explains that 
the concern is that the unfit roofing may cover an area of 
four by four handbreadths, thereby rendering the entire 
sukka unfit. 
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The mishna continues: If one established a sukka atop an- 
other sukka, the upper sukka is fit and the lower sukka is unfit. 
The Sages taught in a baraita that the verse states: “In sukkot 
shall you reside” (Leviticus 23:42), and not in a sukka that 
is beneath another sukka, and not in sukka that is beneath 
a tree, and not in a sukka that is inside a house. 


The Gemara questions that derivation. On the contrary, the 
term “in sukkot,’ which is written in the plural, indicates two. 
The conclusion should be that one sitting inside a sukka be- 
neath a sukka fulfills the mitzva. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
said: Although the term is vocalized in the plural, basukkot is 
written without the vav, indicating a single sukka. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: There are times when both of the sukkot 
one atop the other are fit;" there are times when both of the 
sukkot are unfit;" there are times when the lower sukka is fit 
and the upper sukka is unfit; and there are times when the 
lower sukka is unfit and the upper sukka is fit. 


The Gemara elaborates: There are times when both of the 
sukkot one atop the other are fit. What are the circum- 
stances? It is in a case where in the lower sukka its sunlight 
is greater than its shade, rendering the sukka unfit, and in the 
upper sukka its shade is greater than its sunlight, rendering 
the sukka fit. And the roofing of the upper sukka is within 
twenty cubits of the ground. In that case, the roofing of the 
upper sukka is effective for both the upper sukka and the 
lower one. 


There are times when both of the sukkot are unfit. What are 
the circumstances? It is in a case where in both sukkot, their 
shade is greater than their sunlight, but the upper one is 
more than twenty cubits above the roofing of the lower sukka, 
rendering it unfit. Since the roofing of the upper sukka is unfit, 
and it casts shade over the lower sukka, the lower sukka is also 
unfit. 


There are times when the lower sukka is fit and the upper 
sukka is unfit. 


NOTES 


In sukkot shall you reside - 120M n393: Some ask: How can 
the baraita derive the halakha of a sukka under a sukka from 
this verse when various halakhot concerning the walls of a sukka 
were already derived from that same verse (Rishon Lelziyyon)? 
Some explain that although both halakhot are derived from 


A sukka beneath another sukka and both are fit - nna nao 


DYH PAW TW: If one built a sukka beneath another sukka, 


and the shade in the upper sukka exceeds its sunlight, while 
the shade of the lower sukka is less than its sunlight, and the 
height of the roofing of the upper sukka is no more than twenty 
cubits from the ground, and there are at least ten handbreadths 
between the roofing of the upper sukka and that of the lower 
sukka, they are both fit, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 


HALAKHA 


the same verse, there is more written in these verses than just 
the source for the number of walls. Alternatively, both matters 
can be derived from the same verse as both matters are part of 
the fundamental definition of a sukka (Rishon LeTziyyon, Arukh 
LaNer, and others). 


Yirmeya (see Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 628:1 and Biur Halakha 
there). 


A sukka beneath another sukka and both are unfit - 7a 
nibs pawn nnn: If the shade in both sukkot exceeds the 
sunlight, and the roofing of the upper sukka is more than twenty 
cubits high, and there are at least ten handbreadths between 


the roofing of the two sukkot, they are both unfit (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 628: and Biur Halakha there). 


BACKGROUND 
A sukka beneath another sukka - n30 nna 72W: 


Two site sda one atop the ther 
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NOTES 
And the roofing of the upper sukka is within twenty cubits 
of the roofing of the lower one - a Wy Jina miy Ka”: 
See Tosafot (9b), who discuss at length the correct version of 
the Gemara here. There are many opinions among the early 


commentaries with regard to this matter, and a correspond- 


ing number of variant readings. Essentially the dispute is 
over the manner in which unfit roofing can be rendered fit. 
According to Rashi and others, even an initially fit sukka can be 
rendered unfit by unfit roofing. According to Rabbeinu Tam 
and others, fit roofing is rendered unfit by unfit roofing only 
when several criteria are met (see Ritva and Me'iri). 


As we likewise find in tents of ritual impurity the measure 
of a handbreadth - nay menw dara wy aw: Some note 
that the halakha here is derived from a halakha transmitted 


to Moses from Sinai; this is a deviation from the standard ap- 


proach, which eschews that type of derivation. Apparently, 
since it is dealing with measurements, none of which has an 
explicit source in the Torah, this type of derivation is legitimate 
(see Sefat Emet and Arukh LaNer). 


HALAKHA 
How much space shall there be between the roofing of the 
upper sukka and the roofing of the lower sukka — x7 71123 
n209 ma pa: In order for the halakha of a sukka beneath 
a sukka to take effect, the space between the two sukkot, 


measured from roofing to roofing, must be at least ten hand- 


breadths, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel. That is 
the ruling based on the fact that Rav Dimi holds in accordance 
with his opinion, and based on the halakha that the upper 
sukka must be fit for residence and in accordance with the 
halakha cited later with regard to one who sleeps inside 
netting (Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat; Rambam; Rosh; Tur; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 628:1). 


Measure of a tent with regard to ritual impurity -57x nyw 
mapa: The legal status of a space measuring at least one 
handbreadth by one handbreadth and one handbreadth high 
is that of a tent with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity. 
It serves as a barrier that prevents the spread of impurity 
beyond the space of the tent, and it transmits the impurity to 
all objects susceptible to impurity within that space (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 12:1). 
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What are the circumstances? It is in a case where in the lower 
sukka, its shade is greater than its sunlight, rendering the 
sukka fit, and in the upper sukka, its sunlight is greater than its 
shade and it is therefore insignificant, and the roofing of both 
is within twenty cubits of the ground. 


And there are times when the upper sukka is fit and the lower 
sukkais unfit. What are the circumstances? It is in a case where 
in both sukkot their shade is greater than their sunlight, and 
the roofing of the upper sukka is within twenty cubits of the 
roofing of the lower one." In this case the upper sukka is fit, while 
the lower sukka is a sukka beneath a sukka and is unfit. 


The Gemara asks: This is obvious. There is nothing novel in any 
of these scenarios. The Gemara answers: It was necessary for 
the tanna to mention the case where the lower sukka is fit and 
the upper sukka is unfit, as it contains a novel element. Lest you 
say: Let us issue a decree and deem the lower sukka unfit, as 
perhaps the unfit roofing of the upper sukka joins together 
with the fit roofing of the lower sukka and renders it unfit as 
well; therefore, the tanna teaches us that the two roofings do 
not join together and the upper roofing does not render the 
lower sukka unfit. 


The Gemara elucidates this halakha. How much space shall 
there be between the roofing of the upper sukka and the roof- 
ing of the lower sukka" for the lower sukka to be considered a 
discrete entity and therefore disqualified as a sukka beneath a 
sukka? 


Rav Huna said: There must be a handbreadth of space, as we 
likewise find in tents of ritual impurity the measure of a 
handbreadth." With regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse, the legal status of the space of one hand- 
breadth beneath a roof is that of a tent, as we learned in a mish- 
na: A space measuring one handbreadth by one handbreadth 
with a height of one handbreadth transmits ritual impurity. 
Ifa source of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse is in that space, 
the impurity is transmitted to all people, vessels, and food in that 
space. And a space that size serves as a barrier before the 
spread of ritual impurity beyond that space." However, if the 
space measures less than the height of one handbreadth, it 
does not transmit impurity to the objects in that space, and it 
does not serve as a barrier before the spread of ritual impurity. 
The impurity breaches the confining walls and rises upward as 
if there were no covering over it. 


Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna say: For this to be consid- 
ered a sukka beneath a sukka, the space between the roofing of 
the upper sukka and that of the lower one must measure at least 
four handbreadths, as we do not find a significant area that 
measures less than four handbreadths, e.g., with regard to the 
domains of Shabbat. 


And Shmuel said: The space between the roofing of the upper 
sukka and that of the lower one must measure at least ten hand- 
breadths. The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opin- 
ion of Shmuel? The Gemara explains: As the criterion for its 
fitness, so too is the criterion for its unfitness; just as its fitness 
is only in a sukka ten handbreadths high, so too, its unfitness 
as a sukka is engendered only by a sukka ten handbreadths high. 


The Gemara questions Shmuel’s statement: We learned in the 
mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: If there are no residents in 
the upper sukka, the lower sukka is fit. 
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The Gemara clarifies: What is the meaning of: There are no resi- 
dents? If we say that it means that there are no actual residents, the 
question arises: Is that to say that residents cause it to be unfit? If 
the upper sukka is a fit sukka, is there any difference whether or not 
people reside there? Rather, what is the meaning of: There are no 
residents? Is it not referring to any sukka that is not suitable to serve 
as a residence? And what are the circumstances of that case? It is a 
case where the sukka is not ten handbreadths high, as anything less 
than ten handbreadths high is not considered a residence. From the 
fact that it is Rabbi Yehuda who distinguishes between whether or 
not the upper sukka is at least ten handbreadths high, conclude by 
inference that the first tanna of the mishna holds that the lower 
sukka is unfit even if the upper sukka is less than ten handbreadths 
high and therefore not suitable to serve as a residence. This is 
contrary to the opinion of Shmuel. 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said" that 
the Sages say in the West, Eretz Yisrael, in explanation of the mishna: 
If the roofing of the lower sukka is not sufficiently sturdy to be able 
to support the cushions and blankets of the upper sukka, then the 
lower sukka is fit, as the upper sukka is not suitable to serve as an in- 
dependent residence. According to this explanation, the mishna does 
not discuss the height of the upper sukka; it discusses the quality of 
the roofing. 


The Gemara notes: Is that to say by inference that the first tanna 
holds that even though the roofing of the lower sukka is not suff- 
ciently sturdy to be able to support the cushions and blankets of the 
upper sukka, the lower sukka is unfit? In that case, the upper sukka is 
not a suitable residence. Why should the lower sukka be unfit? 


The Gemara answers: The first tanna agrees that if the roofing of the 
lower sukka is unable to support the cushions and the blankets at all, 
the upper sukka is not considered a sukka and the lower sukka is fit. 
However, there is a practical difference between the opinions of the 
first tanna and Rabbi Yehuda in a case where the roofing of the lower 
sukka is able to support the cushions and the blankets of the upper 
sukka with difficulty and there is a concern that the roofing might 
collapse. In that case, the first tanna holds that since the roofing is 
capable of supporting the cushions and blankets, the upper sukka is 
considered a separate sukka and renders the lower sukka unfit. Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Yehuda, since the roofing is able to support the weight 
of the cushions and blankets only with difficulty, the upper sukka is 
not fit. Therefore, the lower sukka" is fit. 


MI S HNA If one spread a sheet over the roofing™ as 


protection for those sitting in the sukka due to 
the sun, or if one spread a sheet beneath the roofing as protection 
due to the falling leaves, or if one spread a sheet as a canopy over 
the frame of a four-post [kinof] bed,' the area in the sukka beneath 
the sheets is unfit. In the first two cases, because the sheet is suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity, it renders the otherwise fit roofing unfit. In the 
case of the canopy, one is not sitting under the roofing of the sukka; 
rather, he is sitting inside a tent. However, one may spread the sheet 
over the frame of a two-post [naklitei] bed,“ which has one post in 
the middle of each end of the bed. When spreading the sheet over the 
posts it forms an inclined rather than a flat roof, and a tent with an 
inclined roof is not considered a significant structure. 


NOTES 
When Rav Dimi came he said — Vax 72°F IKON 93: See 
the Ritva, who discusses at length whether Rav Dimi’s 
explanation is cited by the Gemara specifically in support 
of Shmuel's statement or whether it is cited as an expla- 
nation of the mishna unrelated to Shmuel's statement 
(see Me‘iri and Arukh LaNer). 


If one spread a sheet over the roofing - p19 why DYA: 
The commentaries disagree whether the reason that 
this would render the sukka unfit is because he adds 
additional roofing, or because he is sitting beneath un- 
fit roofing (see Rabbeinu Yonatan and Sefer Hashlama). 
They also disagree whether the reason that placing the 
sheet beneath the roofing renders the sukka unfit is that 
it constitutes a barrier of unfit roofing between the in- 
dividual and the fit roofing, and therefore it does not 
render the sukka unfit in cases where it is ancillary to the 
roofing, e.g. as a decoration. Alternatively, there may be 
a distinction between a case where the sheet was placed 
for the comfort of the person in the sukka, even if it is 
to protect him from the sun, in which case it does not 
render the sukka unfit, and a case where it was placed to 
preserve the roofing, in which case it renders the sukka 
unfit (see Mordekhai and Penei Yehoshua). 


Over the frame of a two-post bed - mai wpa yas by: 
In the Jerusalem Talmud this case is analogous to that 
of one sleeping in his bed covered by a sheet. Although 
he occasionally lifts his hands and raises the sheet, ob- 
viously the sheet does not become a tent serving as a 
barrier so that he is not considered to be beneath the 
roof of the sukka. 


LANGUAGE 
Four-post [kinof] bed — 41277: From the Greek 


Kwvwrewv, Konopeon, meaning a bed with a canopy 
over it. 


Two-post [naklitin] bed - poops: From the Greek 
avakAttov, anakliton, which refers to a chair that re- 
clines, bed supports, and the like. The word was adopted 
to connote a specific type of bed support. 


HALAKHA 


Upper sukka, lower sukka — minna nao miy TDW: In a 
case where one sukka is built atop another, and there are ten 
handbreadths between the roofing of one and the roofing of 
the other, and the roofing of the lower sukka is capable, even if 
only with difficulty, of supporting the cushions and blankets of 
the upper sukka, the lower sukka is unfit and the upper sukka is 
fit. If there are less than ten handbreadths between the two or 
if the roofing of the lower sukka is incapable of supporting the 
cushions of the upper sukka, the lower sukka is fit and the upper 
sukka is unfit (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 628:1). 


A sukka in which one spread a sheet over its roofing - 31D 
Pipa why DYW: Ifa sheet was spread over the roofing of a sukka 
to shield from the sun, or beneath the roofing in order to pre- 
vent leaves from falling on the people inside, the sukka is unfit. 
However, one is permitted to spread a sheet for decoration, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda supported by the 
baraita (Maggid Mishne). That is the halakha provided that the 
sheet is within four handbreadths of the roofing, in accordance 
with the opinions of Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna (Rashi; 
Rambam; Rabbeinu Hananel; Ran; others). Others hold that the 


sheet renders the sukka unfit only if its purpose is to prevent 
the roofing from losing its leaves or drying out, both of which 
affect the ratio of shade to sunlight. However, if the sheet was 
placed for the benefit of the individual, e.g., to shield one from 
the sun or falling leaves, it is permitted as long as it is within 
four handbreadths of the roof (Rabbeinu Tam; Rosh; Or Zarua; 
Tur, others). The later authorities ruled that one should follow 
the stringent opinion unless faced with exigent circumstances, 
in which case one may follow the more lenient opinion (Peri 
Megadim and others; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629:19). 
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LANGUAGE 
Grape branches [parkilei] — 1a: Possibly related to the 
Greek ppayéM uov, fragellion, an adopted term meaning 
branch or twig. 
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NOTES 

Sukka decorations — 73 13: Some view the decorations as 
objects that are not roofing and are not fit to be roofing, and 
address their halakhic status accordingly (see Rashi and oth- 
ers). Others hold that the halakhic status of the decorations is 
unique because they are neither an integral part of the sukka 
nor are they incorporated into and negated by the sukka. 
This issue is related to the question whether the sunlight that 
passes through these decorations exceeds the shade that 
they provide or vice versa (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; geonim). 
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G E M A RA Rav Hisda said: The Sages taught the ruling 

that the sheet renders the sukka unfit only 
when it is placed underneath the roofing due to the falling leaves; 
however, if his intent was to spread the sheet for decorative pur- 
poses to beautify the sukka, it is not in the category of roofing and 
the sukka is fit. The Gemara asks: This is obvious, as: Due to the 
falling leaves, is what we learned in the mishna. The Gemara an- 
swers: Lest you say that the same is true, i.e., the sukka is unfit, even 
when the sheet was spread to beautify the sukka, and the reason 
that the mishna teaches specifically the case where one spread the 
sheet due to the falling leaves is that the mishna teaches the matter, 
spreading a sheet in the sukka, in the manner in which it typically 
occurs. Rav Hisda teaches us that the formulation of the mishna is 
precise and the halakha applies specifically to the case cited. If one 
spread the sheet for decorative purposes, it does not render the 
sukka unfit. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following Tosefta supports 
the opinion of Rav Hisda. If one roofed the sukka in accordance 
with its halakhic requirements, and decorated it with colorful 
curtains and sheets, and hung in it ornamental nuts, peaches, 
almonds, and pomegranates, grape branches [parkilei],| and 
wreaths of stalks of grain, wines, oils, and vessels full of flour, it is 
prohibited to derive benefit and use them 


until the conclusion of the last day of the Festival. And if before 
he hung the decorations he stipulated with regard to them that he 
will be permitted to use them even during the Festival, everything 
is according to his stipulation, and he is permitted to use them." 
Apparently, sheets may indeed be spread in the sukka for decorative 
purposes. The Gemara rejects this: There is no proof from the 
Tosefta, as perhaps the reference is to sheets spread on the side of 
the sukka. However, if they are spread beneath the roofing, it renders 
the sukka unfit. 


§ Apropos decorations, it was stated: Sukka decorations" do not 
diminish" the height of the sukka. Decorations hanging from the 
roofing are not considered part of the structure and therefore do 
not diminish the height of the sukka. If the roofing is more than 
twenty cubits above the ground, the decorations hanging within 
twenty cubits of the ground do not render the sukka fit. Rav Ashi 
said: However, if the decorations are spread on the side of the roof, 
they are considered part of the structure and diminish" the area. If 
the decorations render the interior of the sukka less than seven by 
seven handbreadths, the sukka is unfit. 


HALAKHA 


Prohibition against deriving benefit from the sukka decora- _ fit, e.g., when the decorations hang within twenty cubits of the 


tions — DID 1319 TKI VX: One may not derive benefit 
from food and drinks hanging in the sukka, as decorations 
during the Festival may not be used unless one expressly stipu- 
lated prior to the onset of the Festival that he is not refraining 
from their use throughout the twilight period, during which 
their status as set-aside objects is determined. In that case, one 
may benefit from them throughout the Festival, in accordance 
with the Gemara here and in tractate Beitza (30b) (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 638:2). 


Sukka decorations do not diminish — wyyan oyy TDID 42: 
Objects hanging in the sukka as decorations do not diminish 
the height of the internal space of the sukka, neither to render it 


ground from roofing higher than twenty cubits, nor to render it 
unfit, e.g., when the decorations hang within ten handbreadths 
of the ground. Some say that decorations that are fit roofing 
diminish the interior space of the sukka (Peri Megadim) and 
others disagree (Bah; Levush; Biur Halakha; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 633:3). 
D 

a 


iminishing from the side - “%7 ya vyna: If decorations are 
tached to the walls of the sukka that diminish the area of 
the sukka to less than the requisite minimum of a bit more 
than seven by seven handbreadths, the sukka is unfit, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav Ashi (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 634:3). 
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The Gemara relates with regard to Minyamin, the servant of Rav 
Ashi, that his shirt became wet [itamisha],' and he spread it over 
the sukka" to dry it. Rav Ashi said to him: Take it down so that 
people will not say that they are roofing the sukka with an item 
susceptible to ritual impurity. The servant said to him: But don’t 
they see that it is wet and understand that I placed it there to dry? 
Rav Ashi replied: Take it down once it is dry is what I am saying to 
you, as then people are apt to think that it is part of the roofing. 


It was stated with regard to sukka decorations, e.g., sheets spread 
beneath the roofing to decorate the sukka, that are removed from 
the roofing" four handbreadths, the amora’im disagreed whether they 
interpose between the roofing and the sukka. Rav Nahman said: The 
sukka remains fit. Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna said: It is 
unfit. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna hap- 
pened to come to the house of the Exilarch.° Rav Nahman, who 
was the official in charge of the Exilarch’s household, lodged them 
in a sukka whose decorations were removed" from the roofing four 
handbreadths. They were silent and did not say anything to him, 
even though in their opinion the sukka was unfit. Rav Nahman said 
to them: Did the Sages retract their halakhic ruling? Does your 
silence indicate that you concede to my ruling? They said to him: 
We are on the path to perform a mitzva and, therefore, we are ex- 
empt from the mitzva of sukka." Therefore, it is permitted for us to 
sleep in this sukka. In terms of the halakha, our ruling is unchanged. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is permitted to sleep in a bed 
with netting inside the sukka," even though the bed has a roof, 
provided that the netting is not more than ten handbreadths high- 
er than the bed. In that case, the netting is not considered a tent in 
and of itself. 


Come and hear: One who sleeps in a bed with netting inside the 
sukka did not fulfill his obligation, contrary to the statement that 
Rav Yehuda cited in the name of Shmuel. The Gemara answers: With 
what are we dealing here? It is a case where the netting is more than 
ten handbreadths higher than the bed and is considered a tent in and 
of itself. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a mishna: One who sleeps 
beneath the bed in the sukka did not fulfill his obligation. As the 
height ofa typical bed is less than ten handbreadths, apparently, even 
if the covering beneath which one is sleeping in less than ten hand- 
breadths high, it is a tent in and of itself and he does not fulfill his 
obligation. The Gemara answers: Didn’t Shmuel interpret the mish- 
naas referring to the case of a bed ten handbreadths high? Therefore, 
one who sleeps beneath the bed did not fulfill his obligation. 


Come and hear that which is taught in the mishna: Or if one spread 
a sheet as a canopy over the frame ofa four-post bed, the area in the 
sukka beneath the sheet is unfit. Apparently, a bed with certain types 
of netting is unfit. The Gemara answers: There, too, it is a case where 
the posts are ten handbreadths high. 


BACKGROUND 


Exilarch - xmbs wr: The person who filled the position of 
Exilarch, who was descended from the House of David, was 
recognized by the Jews as the heir to the scepter of Judah (see 
Genesis 49:10) and entrusted with broad official powers. He was 
the leader of the Jews of the Persian Empire and their represen- 
tative to the authorities, who regarded him as a member of a 
royal dynasty. Consequently, he enjoyed a lofty position within 


LANGUAGE 
Became wet [itamisha] — xwrwK: From the Syriac 
root tmsh, meaning to dip an item into a liquid. 


NOTES 

He spread it over the sukka — xabbvax XMDAUN: 
any authorities address the matter of placing a wet 
shirt atop a sukka in order to dry it, with regard to 
he general question of whether this is considered 
deriving benefit from the sukka (see Rabbi Nehemya 
Borakh and Emek Sukkot), as well as with regard to 
he details of the incident related in the Gemara. Ac- 
cording to those who say one may not sit beneath the 
shirt since the shade in that spot is not provided by 
he roofing, it is clear that no one would sit beneath 
it due to the dripping water, and that is why Rav Ashi 
required the servant to remove it only after it was dry 
(Ritva). The Me‘iri states that it can be explained that 
the entire incident transpired prior to the Festival and 
they needed to remove the shirt due to the appear- 
ance of transgression. 


He lodged them in a sukka whose decorations were 
removed — Dam miw mara WYN: The early 
commentaries wonder how Rav Nahman acted in this 
manner and why he would cause them to act con- 
trary to their opinions. Some say that in a case where 
the halakhic ruling was not yet determined, one may 
make provisions for another contrary to the professed 
opinion of that individual. This is especially true in this 
case, where Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna were 
aware of the situation and could have opted not to 
sleep there (Ritva; Me ‘iri; Rishon LeTziyyon; Arukh LaNer). 


We are on the path to perform a mitzva and we are 
exempt from the mitzva of sukka — my2 mow jx 
DID pa prva pax: A mishna that appears later in 
the tractate (25a) teaches that those engaged in the 
performance of a mitzva are exempt from the mitzva 
of sukka. Rashi explains that visiting one’s teacher on 
the Festival is a mitzva, so in visiting the house of the 
Exilarch they were engaged in the performance of 
a mitzva. 


HALAKHA 

Sukka decorations that are removed from the 
roofing — maaa payawan MDI ris: Decorations that 
are four or more handbreadths removed from the roof- 
ing of the sukka render the sukka unfit. Therefore, they 
must be placed closer to the roofing, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna, 
who constitute a majority against Rav Nahman. Others 
rule stringently and prohibit these decorations even 
if the sunlight that passes through the decorations 
exceeds the shade that they provide (Ran; Maggid 
Mishne; Ritva), while others rule that they are permit- 
ted under those circumstances (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 627:4). 


A bed with netting inside the sukka - nawa Tya: 
If one sleeps in the sukka in a bed with netting, and 
the netting is not ten handbreadths high or it does 
not have a roof one handbreadth wide, he fulfills his 
obligation, in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 627:2). 


the Persian court. During various periods, he was considered 
third in the royal hierarchy. 

He was responsible for the collection of a major portion of 
the government taxes and could appoint leaders and judges 
whose powers included the imposition of corporal, and some- 
times capital, punishment. Adjacent to the Exilarch's home was 
a special rabbinical court appointed by him to deal with cases 


involving money and, in particular, property. He also seems to 
have had the authority to make certain appointments through- 
out the country, though most of them were made in consul- 
tation with the heads of the great academies. The Exilarchs 
themselves were referred to in the Talmud by the honorific 
title Mar before or after their name, and were devoted to the 
Torah. Some of them were significant scholars in their own right. 
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NOTES §=—W¥H¥_¥____ 
Bed posts, canopy frame posts, bed with netting - po opa 
aba Mmidivp: In summary, there are apparently three catego- 
ries: The netting over a bed is not a fixed structure at all, as 
it is apparent that the netting is only temporary and not an 
integral part of the bed; two posts are more fixed than the net- 
ting but do not constitute a full-fledged tent; and four posts 
are fixed and constitute a full-fledged tent (Ran). 


One who sleeps naked in a bed with netting - my23 yoo 
Bmw: The prohibition against reciting Shema while naked is 
derived from the verse: “Therefore shall your camp be holy; 
hat He see no unseemly thing in you” (Deuteronomy 23:15). 
Therefore, when engaged in the performance of a mitzva, e.g., 
reciting Shema, one must ensure that there is no unseemly 
hing, i.e., nakedness, in his domain. The question with regard 
o one in a bed with netting is: What are the parameters of his 
domain? Is it the entire dwelling, in which case his nakedness 
is covered by the netting and he may recite Shema, or is the 
bed his domain, in which case there is nakedness in his camp 
and he may not recite Shema? 
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The Gemara asks: But that is not the way it is taught, as it is 
taught in the baraita: Naklitin are two posts® and kinofot are 
four posts.’ If one spread a sheet over four posts, the area in 
the sukka beneath the sheet is unfit; if one did so over two posts 
the entire sukka is fit, provided the two posts are not ten hand- 
breadths higher than the bed. This proves by inference that 
a sheet spread over four posts renders the area in the sukka 
beneath the sheet unfit even if it is not ten handbreadths high. 


The Gemara answers: Four posts are different because they 
are fixed in the bed and constitute a significant space even 
without the requisite height. The Gemara asks: But a sukka atop 
another sukka is fixed, and yet Shmuel said: As the criterion 
for its fitness, so too is the criterion for its unfitness. The upper 
sukka renders the lower sukka unfit only if it is ten handbreadths 
high. The Sages say in distinguishing between the cases: There, 
in the case of a sukka atop another sukka, where the measure- 
ment is in order to disqualify the lower sukka, ten hand- 
breadths are required to render the upper sukka a separate en- 
tity. However, here, in the case of the four-post bed, in order to 
consider the covering a tent, less than ten handbreadths is also 
considered to be a tent, as it is fixed. 


§ Rav Tahalifa bar Avimi said that Shmuel said: One who 
sleeps naked in a bed with netting" and is required to recite 
Shema moves his head out from beneath the netting and re- 
cites Shema." Although he is naked, the netting is considered 
like a garment; therefore, it is permitted to recite Shema. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: One who 
sleeps naked in a bed with netting may not move his head out 
from beneath the netting and recite Shema. The Gemara an- 
swers: With what are we dealing here? It is a case where the 
netting is ten handbreadths high. In that case, it is considered a 
tent and not a garment. 


The Gemara notes: So too, it is reasonable to understand the 
baraita in that manner from the fact that it is taught in the 
latter clause of that baraita: To what is this comparable? It is 
comparable to one standing naked in his house, that he may 
not move his head out the window and recite Shema. That is 
certainly ineffective. The fact that the baraita likens the bed with 
netting to a house indicates that it is netting at least ten hand- 
breadths high. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it 
that this is the correct understanding. 


Naklitin are two posts - Dw pop: 


_ BACKGROUND — 


Kinofot are four posts — yaq% niai»p: 


Bed with posts in the center of the bed frame, upon which a cover is spread, 


forming an inclined roof 


Bed with four posts at the corners of the bed, upon which a cover is spread, 
forming a ceiling-like covering 
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And this halakha that it is not sufficient to place his head out 
the window applies also to a house even if it is not ten hand- 
breadths high. Since it is a fixed structure it is considered a 
tent in and ofitself, as it is no less permanent than a bed with 
four posts, which is considered a tent even though the netting 
is less than ten handbreadths higher than the bed. 


Some say another version of the previous discussion: Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is permitted to sleep inside 
a netted bridal canopy’ in the sukka since it is inclined and 
does not have a roof, even though it is ten handbreadths 
high. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: One who 
sleeps in a bed with netting inside the sukka did not fulfill 
his obligation. The Gemara answers: With what are we deal- 
ing here in the baraita? It is with a bed with netting in a case 
where, unlike a bridal canopy, it has a roof. 


Come and hear another question from what we learned: 
Naklitin are two posts and kinofot are four posts. If one 
spread a sheet over four posts, the sukka is unfit; ifhe spread 
a sheet over two posts the sukka is fit, provided the two posts 
are not ten handbreadths higher than the bed. It can be 
inferred from here: But if they are higher than ten hand- 
breadths the sukka is unfit even though it has no roof, 
contrary to the opinion of Shmuel. 


The Gemara answers: Two posts are different from the bridal 
canopy because they are fixed in the bed, and therefore the 
sheet over them is considered a tent even with an inclined roof. 
The Gemara asks: If they are fixed then let them be consid- 
ered like four posts and let them render the sukka unfit even 
when they are less than ten handbreadths high. The Gemara 
answers: Vis-a-vis four posts, two posts are not considered 
fixed and therefore, they render the sukka unfit only when 
they are ten handbreadths higher than the bed. However, vis- 
a-vis a bed with netting, two posts are considered fixed and 
consequently, they render the sukka unfit even though they 
lack a roof." 


Rabba bar Rav Huna taught: It is permitted to sleep in a bed 
with netting even though it has a roof and even though it is 
higher than ten handbreadths. In accordance with whose 
opinion did Rabba bar Rav Huna teach this halakha? It is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda" who said 
that in principle, a temporary tent does not come and negate 
a permanent tent, as we learned in a mishna that Rabbi 
Yehuda said: We were accustomed to sleep beneath the bed 
before the Elders. Since a bed is a temporary tent relative to 
the more permanent sukka, even one sleeping beneath a bed 
is considered to be sleeping in the sukka and he fulfills his 
obligation in that manner. 


The Gemara asks: And if the statement of Rabba bar Rav Huna 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, let him 


say simply that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda. 


NOTES 
of this kind that fills most of the area of the sukka does not 


In accordance with Rabbi Yehuda - 771179 +393 x23: The 
Ritva explains that the Gemara emphasizes that this statement 
is in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda only to establish that 
everyone agrees. The Rabbis certainly maintain that netting 


render the sukka unfit, as neither is it a permanent structure 
nor does it possess the necessary measurements to render 
it unfit. 


BACKGROUND 
Bridal canopy - Onn nia: 


Bridal canopy in accordance with Rashi’s explanation 


Bridal canopy in accordance with the explanation of Tosafot 


HALAKHA 


Two posts and four posts — nisin?) po >pa: If a bed placed in 
a sukka has two posts at opposite ends of the bed, and netting 
is spread over it, one may sleep inside the netting, provided 
its roof is less than one handbreadth wide and the posts are 
less than ten handbreadths high (Ran; Tur). Some rule that it 
is permitted even if the posts are ten handbreadths high (Rif; 
Rambam), but one should follow the stringent first opinion 
(Bikkurei Ya'akov; Biur Halakha). However, one may not sleep in 
a four-post bed in the sukka, where the covering forms a roof 
at least one handbreadth wide, even if the posts are not ten 
handbreadths high (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 627:3). 


UVP: PEREKI-11A §1 
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LANGUAGE 
Ivy [kissos] - Di»: From the Greek ktoode, kissos, meaning 
the plant known today as ivy. 


BACKGROUND 


Ivy - D@t p: The ivy is a perennial climbing plant from the 
family Araliaceae. The most common type in Israel is Hedera 
helix, also known as common ivy or English Ivy, and has dark 
green leaves that resemble those on a grapevine. The plant 
climbs on fences and other trees with the help of aerial root- 
lets that protrude from its branches and which attach to 
other surfaces. 
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The Gemara answers: If he said the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, I would have said that this 
applies only to a bed, which is made for use atop it and not 
beneath it. Perhaps the reason a bed is not considered a tent in 
and of itself is that its primary purpose is to lie on top of it, not in 
the space beneath it. However, with regard to a bed with netting, 
which is made for use of the space within it, say that no, it is 
indeed considered a tent in and of itself and one who sleeps in it 
does not fulfill his obligation. Therefore, Rabba bar Rav Huna 
teaches us that the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda is 
that a temporary tent does not come and negate a permanent 
tent, and there is no difference whether the temporary tent is a 
bed or whether it is the netting over a bed. 


f llised climbing pl iy 
MISHNA! one trellised climbing p ute st l as 


a grapevine, or gourd plant," or ivy 
[kissos], over a sukka™" while they were still attached to the 
ground, and then added roofing atop them, the sukka is unfit. If 
the amount of fit roofing was greater" than the plants attached 
to the ground, or if he cut the climbing plants so that they were 
no longer attached to the ground, it is fit. 


This is the principle with regard to the roofing of a sukka: Any- 
thing that is susceptible to ritual impurity, e.g., vessels, or its 

growth is not from the ground," e.g., animal hides, one may not 

roof his sukka with it. And anything that is not susceptible to 

ritual impurity and its growth is from the ground, one may roof 
his sukka with it."" 


NOTES 


Grapevine or gourd plant - nyha Mix} D477 Me: These plants 
in particular were mentioned, because as climbing plants they 
provide extensive shade and consequently are ideal for use in 
roofing (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


If one trellised a grapevine. ..over a sukka - n% why aban 
1237: Rabbeinu Tam understands that this is specifically a case 
where one trellised a grapevine over fit roofing. There are two 
separate cases in the mishna; in one case one trellises vines over 
fit roofing, and in the other case one places valid roofing on top 
of trellised vines. In his opinion, there is a difference between 
the two cases (see Rabbi Aharon HaLevi). 


If one trellised a grapevine. ..over a sukka, etc. - why aban 
"31 }9371 MX: No item that is attached to the ground i is fit for 
roofing a sukka, in accordance with the mishna (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 629713). 


Nullification of unfit roofing - bps 20 biwa: If there are 
branches on top of the sukka that are still attached to a tree, 
but the majority of the roofing is fit, the sukka is fit if those 


HALAKHA 


Its growth is not from the ground — Yj bev px: There 
are some objects, e.g., untreated animal hides, which in other 
areas of halakha are considered items whose growth is from the 
ground, since animals are sustained by vegetation. See Rashi, 
who concludes, based on the formulation in the Gemara, that 
nevertheless in this case they are not included in that category 
(see Rabbi Aharon HaLevi and Meir’). 


And anything that is not susceptible to ritual impurity and 
its growth is from the ground, one may roof his sukka with 
it — ia paso yog7 p Pata men Sapa igw 139 box: This 
principle is not designed to permit or prohibit the use of ritu- 
ally impure items as roofing of a sukka. Rather, it comes to re- 
quire that the sukka will be roofed with items that grow from 
the ground in their natural state. Only items that have been 
processed or crafted are susceptible to ritual impurity. While 
a flat wooden board is not susceptible to ritual impurity, if 
it was fashioned into a ladder or shaped into a spoon it is a 
vessel and consequently is capable of becoming ritually im- 
pure. A vessel may not be used in roofing a sukka, even if it is 
ritually pure. 


Grapevine trellised over a sukka 


branches are intertwined with the fit roofing (see Sukka 9b; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 626:1). 


What is fit roofing — W3 729 17172: Valid material for roofing 
must be a form of vegetation, detached from the ground, and 
not capable of contracting ritual impurity, in accordance with 
the mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629:1). 
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GEMARA Rav Yosef sat before Rav Huna, and he 


sat and said, citing the mishna: Or if he 
cut them, it is fit. He added: And Rav said that it is not enough 
merely to cut the climbing plants; one is obligated to move the 
branches," thereby performing an action with the branches in 
order to render the roofing fit. When he placed the climbing 
plants atop the sukka, they were attached and therefore unfit roof- 
ing. When he ultimately cut them, it was as if the sukka were 
roofed by itself. In that case, the sukka is unfit due to the principle: 
Prepare it, and not from that which has already been prepared, 
derived from the verse: “You shall prepare for you the festival of 
Sukkot” (Deuteronomy 16:13). 


Rav Huna said to Rav Yosef: Shmuel stated this halakha. Rav 
Yosef turned his face away" in anger and said to him: Did I say 
to you that Shmuel did not say it? Rav said it, and Shmuel said 
itas well. What is your point? Rav Huna said to him: This is what 
I am saying to you, that Shmuel said it and not Rav, as Rav 
deems the roofing fit merely by cutting them, without moving 
them, as in that incident where Rav Amram the Pious cast the 
sky-blue dye, i.e., ritual fringes, upon the garment [pirzuma ]! of 
the people of his household.“ However, he attached them, but 
did not cut the ends of their strands" prior to tying them, i.e., 
he took a single string, folded it a number of times, and inserted 
it into the hole in the garment. Since the fringes were uncut when 
he tied them, he was uncertain whether they were fit for use in 
fulfilling the mitzva, due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from 
that which has already been prepared. 


Rav Amram came before Rav Hiyya bar Ashi and asked him 
about the halakhic status of the ritual fringes. He said to him 
that this is what Rav said: One cuts them into separate strands 
and they are fit. There is no need to remove them, cut them, and 
reattach them to the garment as separate strands. Apparently, 
according to Rav, their cutting is their preparation. Cutting 
them qualifies as active preparation of the fringes. Here too, in 
the case of the roofing of a sukka, Rav holds: Their cutting is their 
preparation, and no further action is required. 


The Gemara asks: And does Shmuel hold that we do not say: 
Their cutting is their preparation? But didn’t Shmuel teach in 
the name of Rabbi Hiyya: If one cast fringes upon two corners 
ofa garment simultaneously’ by repeatedly inserting one strand 
into holes in both corners and afterward cut the ends of their 
strands resulting in two full-fledged fringes, the fringes are fit. 
What, is it not referring to a case where one ties the fringes as 
required and afterward cuts them? The Gemara answers: No, it 
is referring to a case where he cuts the strands and afterward ties 
them. 


The Gemara asks: If the reference is to a case where he cuts the 
strands and afterward ties them, what need was there to state 
that the ritual fringes are fit? That is the prescribed manner of 
preparing ritual fringes. The Gemara answers: Lest you say that 
in addition to tying the fringes separately 


NOTES 


Rav Yosef turned his face away — mand api IYI: The 
seating arrangement in the academies of those days was that 
the head of the yeshiva, in this case Rav Huna, would sit facing 
the students who congregated to attend his lecture, with the 
front row reserved for the greatest scholars. The discussions in 
the yeshiva would be conducted primarily between the head 
of the yeshiva and those scholars. Rav Yosef, in turning his face 
away, expressed dissatisfaction with what Rav Huna said. It is 
clear that Rav Yosef was held in high esteem by Rav Huna, if 
his harsh statement was tolerated. 


The garment of the people of his household — wax xana 


mxva: This refers to a four-cornered garment belonging to 
his wife, who is referred to here as his household. In tractate 
Menahot it is explained that Rav Amram held that there is an 
obligation to wear ritual fringes at night as well. This would 
mean it is not a time-bound positive mitzva and consequently 
women would be obligated to perform it. 


Cutting the ends of the strands - Yn wx pra: The 
ends of the ritual fringes [tzitzit] must be severed from each 
other like the hair at the corners of one’s head, also called 
tzitzit (see Ezekiel 8:3). 


HALAKHA 
Moving tree branches to render them fit roofing - Y9 
DYY pay vw: In a case where a sukka is covered with 
branches attached to a tree, and one severs those branches 
from the tree, the roofing is fit, provided that one moves each 
individual branch, in accordance with the mishna and the 
opinion of Shmuel (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 626:2). 


LANGUAGE 
Garment [pirzuma] - sais: From the Greek mepiCwpa, per- 
izoma, meaning loincloth or apron. 


BACKGROUND 
Attached them but did not cut the ends of their strands — 
TIDY pean weer poe NN SZN: 


Uncut fringes 


Cast upon two corners simultaneously — na nip wh 
Dn: 


Uncut fringes cast upon two corners 


UVP: PEREKI-UA §3 
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NOTES 

Is it not saying that the ritual fringes are unfit forever — 
aoiyd pois wh I3: Why does the Gemara assume that the 

baraita is saying that the ritual fringes are unfit forever and 

consequently raise a difficulty against the opinion of Rav? The 

baraita can also be interpreted as saying that the fringes are 

unfit until one remedies the situation. Some explain that had 

a remedy been possible, the baraita would have mentioned 

the remedy, e.g., cutting them, rather than using the term unfit. 
The use of the term unfit in the baraita leads to the conclusion 

that no remedy is available (Arukh LaNer). 


Where he pulled the branches — iw DWT: Some ex- 
plain that one uprooted them from the ground but left them 
in place, so that they appear as though they are still attached 
(Rashash). 


A difficulty to the opinion of Rav - ab xwp: Despite the 
Gemara’s failure to answer this difficulty, this term indicates 
that a response exists. Some commentaries explain that Rav 
holds that there is a tannaitic dispute with regard to this matter, 
a possibility raised by the Gemara below, and he holds that 
performing the mitzva with what has already been prepared 
does not prevent fulfillment of the mitzva (Kashot Meyushav; 
Arukh LaNer). Others maintain that the reason the fringes in 
the baraita are unfit is that they were not cut for the sake 
of the mitzva (LaMenatzeah LeDavid). Alternatively, Rav is a 
tanna in the sense that, unlike other amoraiim, his opinion is 
not rejected when the opinions of the tanna‘im disagree with 
it (Kashot Meyushav). 


HALAKHA 


Unfit forever — obiyd paps: One is required to sever the ends 
of the ritual fringes to create eight separate ends before tying 
them to the corner of the garment. If he ties the strands to 
the corner and only then severs them, the ritual fringes are 
unfit due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which 
has already been prepared, in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel and contrary to the opinion of Rav, whose opinion was 
rejected (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 11:13). 


BACKGROUND 
Myrtle branch - D17: 


Myrtle branch with berries 
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we require that it must be a single corner at the time of thread- 
ing the strand through the hole. And there is not a single corner 

in this case, as although he ties the fringes separately, he threads 

the two corners simultaneously. Therefore, Shmuel teaches us 

that with regard to threading it is not a concern. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: If one attached 
the ritual fringes and did not first cut the ends of their strands, 
they are unfit. What, is it not saying that the ritual fringes are 
unfit forever™ with no way to remedy the situation, and this 
is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav? The Gemara 
answers that Rav could have said to you: What is the meaning 
of unfit? It means they are unfit until they will be cut; not that 
they are unfit forever. And Shmuel said that it means they are 
unfit forever. And Levi also said: They are unfit forever. And 
likewise, Rav Mattana said that Shmuel said: They are unfit 
forever. 


Some say that Rav Mattana said: There was an incident that 
happened to me involving this uncertainty with regard to ritual 
fringes, and I came before Master Shmuel and he said to me: 
They are unfit forever. 


The Gemara raises an objection to Rav’s opinion from a different 
baraita: If one attached the ritual fringes and only afterward cut 
the ends of their strands, they are unfit. And furthermore, it is 
taught in another baraita with regard to a sukka: The verse states: 
“Prepare for you the festival of Sukkot” (Deuteronomy 16:13), and 
from the language of this verse the Sages derived the principle: 
Prepare it, and not from that which has already been prepared. 
From here the Sages said: If one trellised a grapevine, a gourd 
plant, or ivy over a sukka while still attached to the ground, and 
then he added roofing atop the vines, the sukka is unfit. 


What are the circumstances? If we say that the baraita is refer- 
ring to a case where he did not subsequently cut the vines, why 
does the tanna particularly teach that it is unfit due to the prin- 
ciple: Prepare it, and not from that which has already been 
prepared? Let him derive that the climbing plants are unfit for 
roofing due to the fact that they are attached to the ground, 
unrelated to the manner in which they were placed. Rather, it 
must be referring to a case where he cut them and nevertheless, 
the baraita is teaching that the vines are unfit, and learn from it 
that we do not say: Their cutting is their preparation; and this 
is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav. 


Rav could have said to you: With what are we dealing here? 
It is a case where he pulled the branches" until they broke off the 
tree. Since, in that case, their active preparation is not 
conspicuous, it does not render the climbing plants fit roofing. 
The Gemara asks: In any case, does that which was taught with 
regard to ritual fringes: If one attached the ritual fringes and only 
afterward cut their strands, etc., pose a difficulty to the opinion 
of Rav?" The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it remains difficult ac- 
cording to Rav. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this dispute is parallel to a 
dispute between tanna’im. If black berries grew on a myrtle 
branch,’ one of the four species taken on Sukkot, and its berries 
were more numerous than its leaves, the myrtle branch is unfit 
for use in fulfilling the mitzva of taking the four species on Sukkot. 
However, if one picked enough berries so that the leaves were 
more numerous, it is fit, although one may not pick the berries 
on the Festival itself. Ifhe transgressed and picked them on the 
Festival, it is unfit; this is the statement of Rabbi Shimon bar 
Yehotzadak. And the Rabbis deem it fit in that case. 
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The Gemara proceeds to explain the basis for the comparison between 
the dispute with regard to the roofing of the sukka and the dispute with 
regard to the myrtle branch. The Sages initially thought that everyone, 
Rabbi Shimon bar Yehotzadak and the Rabbis, agrees that in fulfilling 
the mitzva of the four species, the three species, i.e., the lulav, the myrtle 
branch, and the willow branch, require a binding by Torah law. There- 
fore, it is relevant to discuss preparation with regard to this binding. And 
the Sages also initially thought that everyone agrees that we derive the 
halakhot of lulav from the halakhot of sukka, as it is written with regard 
to sukka: Prepare, from which is derived the principle: Prepare it, and 
not from that which has already been prepared, and the same applies 
to the halakhot of lulav as well. 


What, is it not that the tanna’im disagree with regard to the following? 

That the one who deems the myrtle branch whose berries were picked 

on the Festival fit, holds that with regard to the branches on a sukka we 

say: Their cutting is their preparation, and therefore, with regard to 

berries on the myrtle branch as one of the species bound with the lulav 

as well, we say: Their picking is their preparation, and no further ac- 
tion is required. And the one who deems it unfit holds that with regard 

to the branches on a sukka we do not say: Their cutting is their prepa- 
ration, and therefore, with regard to lulav as well, we do not say: Their 
picking is their preparation. Therefore, since the myrtle branch was not 
prepared for use prior to the Festival, and it was bound together with the 

other species, it is considered already prepared and picking the fruit off 
the branch is not active preparation sufficient to render it fit. 


The Gemara rejects that explanation of the dispute. No, the fact is that 
everyone agrees that we do not say with regard to sukka: Their cutting 
is their preparation, and here in the case of the myrtle branch, it is with 
regard to deriving the halakhot of lulav from the halakhot of sukka that 
they disagree. The one who deems the myrtle branch fit holds that we 
do not derive the halakhot of lulav from the halakhot of sukka, and 
therefore the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which has already 
been prepared, does not apply to lulav. And the one who deems the 
myrtle branch unfit holds that we derive the halakhot of lulav from the 
halakhot of sukka. 


And if you wish, say instead: If we hold that lulav requires a binding, 
everyone agrees that we derive the halakhot of lulav from the halakhot 
of sukka and the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which has al- 
ready been prepared, applies to the halakhot of the four species as well. 
And here it is with regard to the following that they disagree: One Sage, 
Rabbi Shimon bar Yehotzadak, holds that the lulav requires a binding, 
and therefore the myrtle branch is unfit; and the other Sage, i.e., the 
Rabbis, holds that the lulav does not require a binding, and therefore, 
preparation is not relevant with regard to lulav and it makes no difference 
whether the berries were picked before or after the myrtle branch was 
bound together with the lulav and the willow branch. And they disagree 
with regard to the same topic as in the dispute between these tanna’im, 
as it is taught in a baraita: A lulav, whether it is bound with the myrtle 
and willow and whether it is not bound, is fit. Rabbi Yehuda says: Ifit 
is bound it is fit; if it is not bound it is unfit. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda? From where does he derive this requirement by Torah law? The 
Gemara answers: By means of a verbal analogy, he derives the term tak- 
ing, written with regard to the four species, from the term taking written 
with regard to the bundle of hyssop. It is written there, in the context 
of the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb in Egypt: “Take a bundle of hyssop’ 
(Exodus 12:22), and it is written here, in the context of the four species: 

“And you shall take for yourselves on the first day the fruit of a beauti- 
ful tree, branches of a date palm, and boughs of a dense-leaved tree, and 
willows of the brook, and you shall rejoice before the Lord your God 
seven days” (Leviticus 23:40). Just as there, with regard to the Paschal 
lamb, the mitzva to take the hyssop is specifically in a bundle, so too 
here, the mitzva to take the four species is specifically in a bundle. And 
the Rabbis hold: We do not derive the term taking from the term 
taking" by means of the verbal analogy. 


2 


NOTES 
We do not derive taking from taking - apn any 
pad? xb: Proof that this is not a full- -fledged derivation 
is that, even according to Rabbi Yehuda, only three of 
the four species must be bound, with the etrog remain- 
ing outside the binding (Sefat Emet). 
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NOTES 
Beautify yourself before Him in mitzvot - msna "a TRINI: 
In discussing this mitzva, some say that it is a mitzva by Torah 
law and everyone agrees that it is obligatory (Sha'agat Arye). 


Likens sukka to the Festival peace-offering — naw wpa 
apa: The early commentaries asked: The Festival peace- 
offering is an animal; how can one use it to roof a sukka? 
Some explained that the reference here is to the meal-offering 
that accompanies the Festival peace-offering, which certainly 
consists of items whose growth is from the earth. The Festival 
peace-offering contains both elements mentioned by the 
Gemara: As an animal, it cannot become ritually impure and 
the accompanying meal-offering grows from the ground. One 
of the later authorities explained that the Gemara is based on 
the principle: One derives the possible from the impossible, 
which means that even when the analogy is not absolute, 
one may derive halakhot based on the principle (Mitzpe Eitan). 
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The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that 
which is taught in this baraita: There is a mitzva to bind the 
myrtle and the willow with the lulav. And if he did not bind it, 
itis fit. If the baraita is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, when one did not bind it, why is it fit? If it is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, why is there a mitzva 
to bind it at all? The Gemara answers: Actually, it is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And the reason that there 
is a mitzva to bind it is due to the fact that it is stated: “This is 
my God and I will glorify Him [ve’anvehu]” (Exodus 15:2), 
which they interpreted to mean: Beautify yourself [hitna’e] 
before Him in the performance of the mitzvot." The Rabbis 
agree that although failure to bind the three species does not 
render them unfit for the mitzva, the performance of the mitzva 
is more beautiful when the lulav is bound. 


§ We learned in the mishna: This is the principle with regard 

to the roofing of a sukka: One may not roof the sukka with any- 
thing that is susceptible to ritual impurity or whose growth is 

not from the ground. The Gemara asks: From where are these 

matters with regard to the roofing of a sukka derived? Reish 

Lakish said that the verse states: “And there went up a mist 

from the earth, and watered the entire face of the ground” 
(Genesis 2:6); just as mist, i.e., a cloud, is a substance not 

capable of contracting ritual impurity, and its growth is from 

the ground, i.e., arises from the ground, so too, the roofing of 
the sukka must consist of a substance that is not susceptible 

to ritual impurity and its growth is from the ground. Since 

the mitzva of sukka evokes the clouds of glory with which God 

enveloped the Israelites in the desert, the legal status of roofing 

should be like that of a cloud. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
said that the sukkot mentioned in the verse: “I made the children 
of Israel to reside in sukkot” (Leviticus 23:43), were clouds of 
glory, as it is reasonable that the roofing of the sukka is modeled 
after clouds. However, according to the one who said that the 
children of Israel established for themselves actual sukkot in 
the desert, and the sukkot of today commemorate those, what 
can be said? According to that opinion, there is no connection 
between a sukka and a cloud. As it is taught in a baraita that the 
verse states: “I made the children of Israel to reside in sukkot”; 
these booths were clouds of glory, this is the statement of 
Rabbi Eliezer. Rabbi Akiva says: They established for them- 
selves actual sukkot. This works out well according to Rabbi 
Eliezer; however, according to Rabbi Akiva what can be said? 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said 
that Rabbi Yohanan said that the verse states: “You shall pre- 
pare for you the festival of Sukkot” (Deuteronomy 16:13). The 
expression “festival of Sukkot” likens sukka to the Festival 
peace-offering [hagiga].‘® Just as the Festival peace-offering 
is an item not susceptible to ritual impurity, and its growth is 
from the ground, as animals draw nourishment from vegetation, 
so too, the roofing of the sukka must be a substance that is not 
susceptible to ritual impurity and its growth is from the 
ground. 


BACKGROUND 


Festival peace-offering — 133M: This is a peace-offering 
sacrificed in honor of the three pilgrim Festivals. Everyone 
is required to make the pilgrimage to Jerusalem for the 
Festival and sacrifice this offering. The offering is to be sac- 
rificed on the first day of the Festival. However, if one failed 


to do so, it may be sacrificed during the intermediate days 
of Passover and Sukkot, the last day of Passover, the Eighth 
Day of Assembly, or during the six days following the festival 
of Shavuot (see Deuteronomy 16:15-16 and commentaries 
there). 
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The Gemara asks: If that juxtaposition is the source of the halakha, say: 
Just as the Festival peace-offering is brought from animals, so too 
the sukka roofing should consist of animals." As that is clearly not the 
case, that verse cannot be the source for the roofing of the sukka. 


The Gemara cites a different source: When Ravin came from Eretz 

Yisrael to Babylonia he said that Rabbi Yohanan said that the verse 

states: “You shall prepare for you the festival of Sukkot for seven days 

as you gather from your threshing floor and from your winepress” 
(Deuteronomy 16:13), and the Sages interpreted that it is with regard 

to the waste of the threshing floor and of the winepress that the 

verse is speaking. One uses grain stalks and vines for roofing the 

sukka, materials that are not susceptible to ritual impurity and grow 

from the ground. 


The Gemara asks: And say that the verse teaches that one uses the 
items placed on the threshing floor itself, i.e., stalks with the grain 
still attached to them, and the items placed in the winepress itself, i.e., 
vines with the grapes still attached, as roofing. Grain and grapes, like 
all foods, are susceptible to ritual impurity. If the verse is interpreted 
in this manner, the mishna’s criteria for roofing fit for a sukka could 
not be derived from it. Rabbi Zeira said: “Winepress” is written in 
the verse here, referring to the wine, and it is impossible to roof with 
wine. Apparently, the verse is referring to stalks and sheaves but not 
to produce. 


Rabbi Yirmeya strongly objects to this: Why can’t a sukka be roofed 
with wine? Say that it is referring to congealed wine that comes from 
Senir,’ from Mount Hermon, which is similar to a cake of figs. Since 
it is possible to interpret the verse as referring to the use of food for 
roofing, the mishna’s criteria for roofing fit for a sukka could not be 
derived from it. Rabbi Zeira said: This matter was in our hands, as 
we assumed that we found the source in the Torah for the materials 
fit for roofing, and Rabbi Yirmeya came and took an axe to it." He 
destroyed the proof by raising the matter of congealed wine. 


Rav Ashi said: One may nevertheless derive the ruling of the mishna 
from this verse: “From your threshing floor,” indicating an item that 
comes from the threshing floor, but not the items placed on the 
threshing floor, i.e., grain, itself; “from your winepress,” but not the 
items placed in the winepress, i.e., grapes, itself. The verse is referring 
the waste products of the produce placed on threshing floor and in 
the winepress. 


Rav Hisda said that proof can be cited from here: “Go forth to the 
mount and fetch olive branches, and branches of wild olive, and 
myrtle branches, and palm branches, and the boughs of a dense- 
leaved tree in order to make sukkot as written” (Nehemiah 8:15). From 
this verse, the materials for sukka roofing can be derived. 


Apropos this verse, the Gemara asks: These myrtle branches are 
the same as those boughs of a dense-leaved tree; why does the verse 
mention both? Rav Hisda said that this is how it is to be understood. 
The term “myrtle branches” is referring to a wild myrtle, unfit for use 
as one of the four species, to be used for the roofing of the sukka. And 
the term “boughs of a dense-leaved tree” is referring to the myrtle, 
whose leaves overlie each other, to be used for the lulav, the mitzva 
of the four species. 


So too the sukka roofing should consist of animals - 730 9% 
on bya 23: The intent of this statement is to permit the use of 
animal hides for roofing (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi). 


And took an axe to it — x32 7a NTW: See Tosafot. Some say 
that, in principle, Rabbi Yirmeya agrees that criteria for the roof- 


NOTES 


ing of a sukka can be derived from the clouds in the desert and 
from Deuteronomy 16:13. From the clouds, it can be derived that 
one may roof the sukka only with materials that cannot become 
ritually impure. From the verse’s mention of the threshing floor 
and winepress, it can be derived that the roofing must be mate- 
rial that grows from the ground (Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


BACKGROUND 

Senir — mw: Senir, or the Hermon, is a series of mountain 
peaks at the northern edge of the Golan Heights, on the 
border between Israel, Syria, and Lebanon. At its high- 
est point, it rises 2,814 m above sea level. It is frequently 
mentioned in Jewish sources and ancient Near Eastern 
literature, and the runoff from its snowfalls contributes 
to productive vineyards below the snow line. 


Mount Hermon, with Israeli town of Metula in the foreground 
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NOTES 


Bundle — aban: Tosafot cites the Jerusalem Talmud, where it 
is explained that a bundle contains at least twenty-five units. 
The Ra’avad and others disagree, contending that the Gemara 
maintains that as few as three units constitute a bundle. The Me'iri 
distinguishes between different objects and says that a bundle 
of twigs and similar thin items contains at least twenty-five units, 
while bundles of larger items contain fewer units (/ttur). Alterna- 
tively, one might suggest that although a bundle [havila] contains 
twenty-five units, the binding [egged] discussed in our Gemara 
contains only three units (Rishon LeTziyyon). 


And with regard to all of the bundles, if one untied them they 
are fit for use in roofing — nwa yaw tan: There is no room 
to issue a decree prohibiting the use of untied bundles in roofing 
a sukka due to the ruling that tied bundles are unfit for use, as 
one does not leave an untied bundle out to dry. Therefore, it is 
clear that the untied straw, twigs, and wood are there for roofing 
(Melekhet Shlomo). 


And even when tied, all of the bundles are fit for use in con- 
structing the walls of the sukka — musth niwa them: Some cite 
the Jerusalem Talmud, in which it is explained that even walls are 
called roofing, as in Exodus 40:3, where the verb vesakkota, “and 
you shall screen,’ is referring to the curtain of the Tabernacle. The 
verse proves that the walls of a sukka can be made of material sus- 
ceptible to ritual impurity, like the curtain mentioned (Or Zarua). 


The decree of the storehouse — ‘¥ix nra: Some explain that 
one might use the bundles drying in the yard as a sukka and 
sit beneath them (Piskei Rid), or he will sit in a storage shed not 
established to provide shade and a sukka must be established to 
provide shade (Meri and others). 


Prepare it and...the decree of the storehouse — nya nwyn 
avi: The commentaries dealt with this matter at length, as the dif- 
erence between the decree of the storehouse and the principle: 
Prepare it, and not from that which has already been prepared, is 
not at all clear, as Rav Ashi said and as can be understood from 
he discussion in the Gemara. Many say that there is no essential 
difference between them other than a difference in frequency. 
Placing bundles atop a booth is common, and therefore there is 
room to issue a decree prohibiting the use of bundles for roofing. 
Hollowing the bottom of a stack of grain is not at all common, 
and the Sages do not issue decrees for infrequent cases. Therefore, 
he only reason it is prohibited to hollow the bottom of a stack of 
grain is due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which 
as already been prepared (Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi; Sefer Hashlama; 
Meri. Ritva). 


From the fact that this is due to the decree of the storehouse — 
ix NNA DW NITA: Proof that it is prohibited by rabbinic decree 
is from the fact that Rabbi Yohanan said: Sometimes a person 
comes, etc. This indicates that the sukka is not inherently unfit, 
but there is concern that it could lead to a prohibited action 
(Rabbi Aharon HaLevi). 


HALAKHA 


Bundles of straw and twigs for roofing - por) DMN wp yan: 

One may not roof a sukka with bundles. This decree was issued 

because bundles are often placed for purposes other than roofing. 
ost halakhic authorities hold in accordance with the conclusion 

of the Jerusalem Talmud, that a bundle contains at least twenty- 
five units (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629715). 


How one renders a bundle fit for use as roofing — Dwar ¥D 
pod aban: If one used a bundle to roof his sukka and untied i 3 
he sukka is fit. However, if one placed the bundle atop the sukka 
not as roofing, but to dry the twigs or branches, and then recon- 
sidered and decided to use it as roofing, it is no longer sufficien 
o merely untie the bundle. He is required to move the materia 
with the intention to place the straw or the twigs for the sake o 
he mitzva (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629:17). 


And all of the bundles are fit for use in constructing the walls 
of the sukka - math niwa tho: All materials unfit for roofing 
a sukka may be used for constructing its walls, even ab initio 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 630:1). 
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MI S H N A One may not roof a sukka with bundles" 


of straw tied with rope, or bundles of 
wood, or bundles of twigs." And with regard to all of the bundles, 
if one untied them, they are fit for use in roofing™" the sukka, as 
their lack of fitness is due to the fact that the bundles are tied. And 
even when tied, all of the bundles are fit for use in constructing 


the walls of the sukka." 
G E M A Rabbi Ya'akov said: I heard explanations 
from Rabbi Yohanan for two similar 
halakhot of sukka: One with regard to the halakha in this mishna 
that bundles may not be used in roofing the sukka, and the other 
with regard to the mishna below, pertaining to one who hollows 
out space ina stack of grain by removing sheaves from the bottom 
of the stack to establish a sukka for him. In that case, the space is 
surrounded by grain on the sides and above, and therefore it is 
not a sukka. 


The rationale for one of the halakhot is due to the decree of the 
storehouse.” Although, fundamentally, the sukka is fit, the Sages 
issued a decree prohibiting its use, lest one come to use his store- 
house as a sukka and fail to establish it properly. And the rationale 
for one of the halakhot is due to the principle: Prepare it, and not 
from that which has already been prepared, as no active prepa- 
ration was performed. And I do not know at present which of the 
halakhot is due to the decree of the storehouse’ and which of 
them is due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which 
has already been prepared. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: Let us see and determine which rationale 
Rabbi Yohanan applied to each halakha; as Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba 
said that Rabbi Yohanan said: For what reason did they say that 
one may not roof a sukka with bundles of straw, and bundles of 
wood, and bundles of twigs? It is because sometimes a person 
comes from the field in the evening, and he has his bundle of 
wood or straw on his shoulder, and he lifts it and places it atop 
his storage shed to dry it. And, when the festival of Sukkot arrives, 
he reconsiders and decides to use the shed as a sukka and the 
bundle on top of it for roofing. And in that case the roofing would 
be unfit, as the Torah said: Prepare it, and not from that which 
has already been prepared. From Rabbi Yohanan’s formulation, 
apparently it is unfit due to the decree lest one come to use his 
storehouse as a sukka and fail to establish it properly, not due to 
some fundamental prohibition. From the fact that this case of the 
bundles is prohibited due to the decree of the storehouse," that 
case of the stack of grain must be prohibited due to the principle: 
Prepare it, and not from that which has already been prepared. 


The Gemara asks: And why was Rabbi Ya’akov unable to arrive at 
Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion based on the halakha cited in his name? 
The Gemara explains: It is because he did not hear this statement 
of Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, and there was no other proof. 


Rav Ashi said: The distinction of Rabbi Yohanan between these 

two cases is difficult. Is that to say that bundles of straw and 

bundles of wood are unfit roofing due to the decree of the store- 
house and not due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that 

which has already been prepared? Is that ultimately the principle 

underlying the decree of the storehouse? And on the other hand, 
in the case of one who hollows a stack of grain, is the sukka unfit 

due only to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which 

has already been prepared, but not due to the decree of the 

storehouse? Rather, there is no distinction between the halakhot 

and both reasons apply to both. 


The Gemara notes: And Rabbi Yohanan could have said to you, 
in response to Rav Ashi, that it is not so because the halakhot are 
formulated differently in the respective mishnayot. Here, in the 
mishna pertaining to bundles, where it teaches: One may not 
roof with them, it is ab initio 
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that one may not roof, due to the decree of the storehouse 
issued by the Sages; but by Torah law, it seems well to do so. 
There, in the mishna pertaining to the stack of grain, where it 
teaches: It is not a sukka, it means that not only by rabbinic 
decree, but even after the fact, by Torah law as well, it is not 
a sukka." 


§ Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: If one roofed a sukka 
with convex arrow shafts," which are made of wood with a 
protrusion on the end that is fitted into the socket of the metal 
arrowhead, the sukka is fit. These shafts are flat wooden utensils, 
which are not susceptible to ritual impurity. Therefore, they are 
fit roofing for a sukka. If, however, one roofed his sukka with 
concave arrow shafts," which have a socket into which a pro- 
trusion from the metal arrowhead is inserted, the sukka is 
unfit. Since these shafts are wooden utensils with a receptacle, 
they are susceptible to ritual impurity. Therefore, they are unfit 
roofing for a sukka. 


The Gemara asks: The fact that if one roofed a sukka with con- 
vex arrow shafts, the sukka is fit is obvious. It is no different 
from roofing with straight, smooth reeds. The Gemara answers: 
Stating this halakha is necessary. Lest you say: Let us issue a 
decree and prohibit roofing with convex shafts due to the 
prohibition against roofing with concave shafts, therefore Rav 
teaches us that no decree is issued, and convex shafts are fit 
roofing. 


The Master said: If one roofed a sukka with concave arrows, 
the sukka is unfit. The Gemara asks: This is obvious. All 
wooden receptacles are susceptible to ritual impurity. The 
Gemara answers: Stating this halakha is necessary. Lest 
you say: A receptacle that is designated to be permanently 
filled," its status is not that of a receptacle, as a receptacle is 
typically filled and emptied; in this case, once the arrowhead 
fills the receptacle, it remains there, therefore Rav teaches us 
that it is deemed a receptacle and is not fit roofing. 


NOTES | 


Rabbi Yohanan’s answer — ppi +29 bw iwnn: According to 
one understanding of the Gemara, Rabbi Yohanan would 
agree that, based on strict logical reasoning alone, the re- 
verse could also be argued. However, his opinion is not 
based solely on logic, but also on a precise reading of the 
mishnayot. 


Roofed it with convex arrow shafts — D93 pxna 71339: 
Tosafot raised the question: Even if the arrows are merely 
flat wooden vessels, aren't flat wooden vessels also able to 
become ritually impure? Some answer that simple wooden 
vessels can become ritually impure only if the vessel itself 
directly serves a person's needs or is used in conjunction 
with a vessel that directly serves a person's needs. However, 


wooden vessels that a person does not use directly are not 
capable of contracting ritual impurity (Ritva). Some say that 
if the metal arrowhead is attached to the wooden shaft, 
then the entire arrow, even the wooden part, is capable of 
contracting ritual impurity (Rid the Younger). 


A receptacle that is designated to be permanently 
filled - ninya nwy biap mwa: The early commentaries 
asked: Didn't we learn explicitly that the legal status of a re- 
ceptacle designated to be permanently filled is not that of a 
vessel? They answered: The arrow shafts are not designated 
to be permanently filled, as at times they are separated, such 
as when the arrows are not in use or during inspection and 
maintenance (see Me’iri). 


shafts are concave, the sukka is unfit, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629:3). 


BACKGROUND 
Convex and concave arrow shafts — niapn D3} ox: 


Arrowhead designed for a convex arrow shaft, which is inserted into the cavity in the 
arrowhead 


Arrowhead designed for a concave arrow shaft, into which the arrowhead is inserted 
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Bundles of combed flax - mws *¥"K: Rashi and others ex- 
plain that these bundles of combed flax are unfit because they 
are able to become ritually impure. Although everyone agrees 
that they cannot become ritually impure with the impurity 
imparted by a corpse, they are nevertheless susceptible to the 
ritual impurity of leprosy, which puts them in the category of 
items susceptible to impurity. 

However, most commentaries disagree and maintain that 
these bundles are not susceptible to any kind of ritual impurity 
and they explain the Gemara differently. Some say that these 
bundles are unfit by rabbinic decree because they are close 
to becoming susceptible to ritual impurity (Tosafot). Others 
explain that they are unfit because if they are used to fill 
cushions and blankets that will be susceptible to ritual impu- 
rity, they are already considered in that category (Meri). Yet 
others explain that the bundles are unfit because they have 
already been processed to the point where they are no longer 
similar to the waste of the threshing floor and the winepress. 

Alternatively, although they are similar to those waste 
products, that similarity is not apparent to the observer (Ram- 
bam; Ran; Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Ritva). Some say they are unfit 
due to the decree of the storehouse, as this flax is packaged 
in bundles (Piskei Rid). 


Roofing with flax — jawasa P2: If one roofed a sukka with 
flax stalks, even flax stalks that were soaked, the sukka is fit, 
provided that the flax was not crushed and combed at all. 
However, one may not do so ab initio, as there are some who 
rule stringently in cased of soaked flax (Eliya Rabba according 
to Or Zarua; Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat; Shibbolei HaLeket). If it was 
crushed and not combed, some prohibit using it (Rid the 
Younger; Rif, as explained by the Vilna Gaon; Shulhan Arukh 
HaRav), while others permit its use in exigent circumstances 
(Ran; Rashba; Ritva; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629:4). 
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Processing flax - jAwamT 1nay: After the flax plants have 
bloomed, the stalks are harvested. Through a process called 
rippling, the seeds are removed from the stems. The stems are 
hen soaked in water for some time in a procedure called water 
retting, during which a process of rotting takes place, which 
eaves the long fibers inside the decomposed stems. The stems 
are removed from the water and allowed to dry, after which 
hey can be broken or crushed to separate the fibers from both 
he wooden core and from the outer husks, isolating the clean 
strick, or flax fiber. The fibers are then combed in order to clean 
hem and straighten them, in a process called scutching and 
hackling. They are then ready for the spinning wheel. 


Flax stalks and comb 


Licorice [shushei] — ww: This apparently refers to the type of 
plant known as Glycyrrhiza glabra, which is still known today 
in Hebrew as shush. Licorice is produced from the sweet roots 
of this plant. It is a short perennial plant with feathery leaves 
and bluish flowers. This plant is indigenous to Eretz Yisrael and 
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Babylonia in moist environments, and it is used to produce 


sweets and medications. 


Licorice plant 


§ Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: If one 
roofed a sukka with bundles of combed flax,"* the sukka is unfit, 
as flax at that stage of processing is the raw material from which 
threads are spun, and it is susceptible to ritual impurity. If one 
roofed a sukka with stalks of flax, the sukka is fit. Since they re- 
main in their natural state and have not been processed in any way, 
their legal status is that of any tree, and they are not susceptible to 
ritual impurity. And if one roofed with the hoshen of flax, stalks 
at an intermediate stage of processing, I do not know what their 
status is, i.e., whether or not they are fit for roofing. 


Rabba bar bar Hana added: And when Rabbi Yohanan used the 
term hoshen of flax itself, I do not know to what stage of process- 
ing the flax he was referring. Which way do you look at it? Is it 
that if one crushed the flax and did not comb it, Rabbi Yohanan 
calls it hoshen, but if he soaked it and did not crush it, Rabbi 
Yohanan calls it hotzen, because he has not actually begun pro- 
cessing the flax itself? Or, perhaps if he soaked it and did not 
crush it, Rabbi Yohanan calls it hoshen, while hotzen is reserved 
for flax that was not processed at all. 


§ Rav Yehuda said: With regard to these wide licorice® and 
wormwood? leaves, one may roof his sukka with them, since 
these are not consumed by people. Their legal status is that of any 
other plant; they are not susceptible to ritual impurity. Abaye 
said: With licorice leaves, one may roof his sukka; with worm- 
wood leaves, one may not roof his sukka. What is the reason for 
this distinction? Since 


a strong odor and is used in medicines and to flavor certain 
types of wine. It is understood that were one to use this plant 
in roofing for the sukka, it could cause discomfort for people, 
given its strong and at times offensive odor. 


Wormwood — »¥1W: Also known as Artemisia absinthium, 
wormwood is a plant from the Asteraceae family. It has small, 
hairy, gray-white leaves. The wormwood has a bitter taste and 


Wormwood 
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their odor grows offensive over time, one abandons the sukka 
and exits. It is inappropriate to establish a sukka in which it is 
impossible to remain. 


Similarly, Rav Hanan bar Rava said: With regard to these 
thorns’ and shrubs,’ one may roof the sukka with them. Abaye 
said: With thorns, one may roof his sukka; with shrubs, one 
may not roof his sukka." What is the reason for this distinction? 
Since their leaves fall over time and they are apt to fall into the 
food and disturb those in the sukka, one abandons the sukka 
and exits. 


Rav Giddel said that Rav said: With regard to this offshoot of 
the trunk of the palm tree, from which several branches emerge; 

one may roof the sukka with it. Although the branches are 

naturally bound, a binding at the hand of Heaven is not con- 
sidered a binding. Furthermore, although one then binds the 

branches together at the end removed from the trunk, where 

they grow apart into separate branches, and roofs with them, the 

sukka is fit, since if one binds a bundle that is already bound 

into one unit it is not considered a binding. 


Likewise, Rav Hisda said that Ravina bar Sheila said: With 
regard to these offshoots of reeds," one may roof the sukka 
with them. Although the branches are naturally bound, a bind- 
ing at the hand of Heaven is not considered a binding. Fur- 
thermore, although one then binds the reeds together at the 
other end, the sukka is fit, since if one binds a bundle that is 
already bound into one unit it is not considered a binding. 


The Gemara notes that this opinion is also taught in a baraita: 
With regard to reeds and spades, one may roof a sukka with 
them. The Gemara asks: The fact that one may roof his sukka 
with reeds is obvious. After all, they meet all the criteria of fit 
roofing. Rather, say: With regard to these offshoots of reeds, 
one may roof the sukka with them. 


Thorns [hizmei] - 


yaya: Hizmei may be what is known today 
as Ononis antiquorum L. from the Papilinaceae family. The ono- 
nis, or restharrow, is a thorny plant reaching about 75 cm high. 
Its leaves are primarily clover shaped, and its thorny branches 
branch out to the sides. It is common in fields and along streams. 


Shrubs — 9391: The common camelthorn, Alhagi maurorum, is a 
thorny plant with plain, rounded leaves. It usually reaches 30 cm 
high, but there are some that reach a height of 1 m. It can be 
found in fields and salt flats. 


Above: Camelthorn 
Left: Restharrow 


Their odor grows offensive, etc. — 1319791") "ID: The Ritva 
and the Ran write that while the cases of unfit roofing here 
may be similar, there is a distinction between wormwood 
and shrubs. Those items that are unfit due to their bad 
smell may not be used to build the walls of the sukka either, 
because odor is problematic regardless of where they are 
found in the sukka, while those unfit because they fall into 
one’s food may be used in constructing the walls. 


Items with which it is prohibited to roof ab initio - DaT 
p> nyna yox: There are certain materials that 
the Sages prohibited to use as roofing for the sukka, ab 
initio, e.g., plants with a foul odor or plants whose leaves 
tend to fall, lest they cause people to leave the sukka. If the 
odor is so pungent that one cannot tolerate it at all, then 
it is prohibited even by Torah law (Peri Megadim; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629:14). 


Offshoots of reeds — 0p Dp: The legal status of reeds 
that emerge from a single stalk, even if they are tied at the 
opposite end, is not that of a bundle. They may be used 
for roofing the sukka (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629115). 
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NOTES 


With these...a person fulfills his obligation on Pass- 


the halakha does not mordate use of a ae species 
of vegetable for the fulfillment of the mitzva of the bitter 
herbs on Passover, why is there a discussion about the 
bitter herb of the marsh? He answered that while one 
seeking to fulfill his obligation may indeed use a wide 
variety of vegetables, here the Gemara is referring to one 
who seeks to use the species of bitter herbs specifically 
mentioned in the Torah. The question is if bitter herbs of 
the marsh fall into that category. 


Whose name was differentiated - naw manwaw: The 
difference between the opinions of Abaye and Rava is 
apparently whether or not bitter herbs of the marsh are 
truly a unique species. Abaye holds that although they are 
a unique species, the Torah did not distinguish between 
different species. Rava views them as a standard type of 
bitter herb, and the special name is due only to where 
they grow. 


Mitzva of hyssop — ait mina: Tosafot explain that with 
regard to the hyssop required for sprinkling the waters 
of purification, there is no requirement to use a bundle. 
That requirement is derived by verbal analogy from the 
hyssop used on Passover in Egypt, where the verse states: 
“A bundle of hyssop” (Exodus 12:22). There are apparently 
wo separate derivations drawn from the bundle of hys- 
sop: One is that more than one stalk is required, and the 
second is that they must be bound. The Rabbis held that 
he derivation concerning the number of stalks is a full- 
fledged verbal analogy from which Torah law is derived. 
The derivation with regard to the fact that the stalks must 
be bound is a mere support, but not a full-fledged deri- 
vation, and it is required by rabbinic law (Kesef Mishne). 


Three stalks — Dny mw>w:The commentaries explained 
hat it must have the roots as well as the central stem 
emerging from the roots. And as long as any part of this 
central stem remains, that is considered the stump of the 
hyssop, and it remains fit for sprinkling. 


HALAKHA 
Plants fit for use as hyssop — aih DWT ony: One 
may use only the species called merely hyssop for sprin- 
kling the waters of purification. Those known as hyssop 
from Greece, stibium hyssop, desert hyssop, etc., are unfit, 
as per the mishna cited in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 11:5). 


Bitter herbs of the marsh — xax KATA: One fulfills 
his obligation on Passover by using bitter herbs of the 
marsh, despite its unique name. The Torah did not specify 
the species of bitter herb but permitted the use of any 
vegetable with the requisite characteristics, as explained 
in tractate Pesahim (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 473:5). 


A binding of two - awa sax: If one tied reeds emerging 
from one stalk together and added another unconnected 
reed, even if there are fewer than twenty-five units, it is 
unfit because its legal status is that of a bundle. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda, who ruled 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629115). 


The mitzva of hyssop... stems - aix dips myn: The 
mitzva of hyssop requires three plants, each with a stem. 
If they wilted and only two are left, it is still fit. If one tied 
only two together, it is also fit, after the fact, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 11:4). 
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§ Apropos the above halakha, the Gemara cites another state- 
ment that Rav Hisda said that Ravina bar Sheila said: With 
these bitter herbs of a marsh, a person fulfills his obligation on 
Passover." 


The Gemara raises an objection to his opinion. With regard 
to every mitzva that requires use of hyssop, one takes standard 
hyssop’ and neither a hyssop that grows in Greece, nor stibium 
hyssop, nor desert hyssop, nor Roman hyssop, nor any other 
kind of hyssop whose name is accompanied by a modifier." The 
same should hold true for the mitzva of bitter herbs; bitter herbs 
of the marsh, whose name is accompanied by a modifier, are not 
the bitter herbs mentioned in the Torah. 


Abaye said in response: There is a distinction between the cases. 
Every species whose name was differentiated" prior to the 
giving of the Torah, i.e., the distinction between its different 
subspecies predated the Revelation at Sinai, and the Torah then 
came and was particular about one specific subspecies, it is 
known that the species has other subspecies identified with a 
modifier that are unfit for use in fulfilling the mitzva. And these 
bitter herbs, their names were not differentiated prior to the 
giving of the Torah at all; all the subspecies were known simply 
as bitter herbs. Therefore, when the Torah requires bitter herbs, 
one may fulfill the mitzva with all subspecies of bitter herbs. 


Rava said a different explanation. Actually, the name of this plant 
is merely bitter herbs without a modifier. And the fact that 
one calls them bitter herbs of the marsh" is because they are 
typically found in the marsh. Therefore, there is no reason that 
they may not be used to fulfill the mitzva on Passover. 


§ Rav Hisda said: If one bound one item, even if he did so with 
a knot, it is not considered a binding. If one bound three items 
together, everyone agrees that it is considered a binding. If one 
bound two" items, it is the subject of a dispute between Rabbi 
Yosei and the Rabbis, as we learned in a mishna: With regard to 
all matters that involve the mitzva of hyssop," the requirement is 
to have three stalks" with their roots, and on them three stems, 
one on each stalk. Rabbi Yosei says: The mitzva of hyssop funda- 
mentally requires three stems." If the bundle of hyssop was 
rendered incomplete, its remnants are fit for use with two stems. 
If all the stems broke, the hyssop is fit for use, as long as the stumps 
of its central stem remain any size. 


Hyssop — sitx: Although the Sages themselves did not come to 
a definitive conclusion about the identity of this plant mentioned 
in the Torah, it seems from the various descriptions they provided 
hat it is most likely the common hyssop, Majorana syriaca L. 
The hyssop is an aromatic bush ranging from 50-100 cm high. It 
branches out from its base, and its branches are hard and woody. 
Erect stems, which dry and wither in the winter, grow from these 
branches annually. White flower buds cluster at the ends of the 
branches of the bush. The plant can be found growing in rocky 
errain throughout the Middle East. The dry hyssop leaves are 
hey are a primary ingredient in the well- 


used as a spice, and 
nown spice mixture za‘atar. 


BACKGROUND 


Hyssop 
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It enters our minds to say: From the fact that Rabbi Yosei said that 
for the bundle of hyssop to be fit for the mitzva after the fact its 
remnants are two, apparently its origins were also two stalks. And 
the fact that the mishna teaches that the binding includes three 
plants, that is the requirement for the mitzva to be performed ab 
initio. And from the fact that Rabbi Yosei requires three plants only 
for the mitzva to be performed ab initio, conclude that the Rabbis, 
who disagree with him, hold that failure to include three stalks in 
the bundle renders it unfit for the mitzva. Apparently, the Rabbis 
and Rabbi Yosei dispute whether it is two or three items that are 
necessary to be considered a binding. 


The Gemara questions that understanding of the dispute. But wasn’t 
it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei said: With regard to the 
hyssop bundle, if its origins were two stalks and its remnants are 
one, it is unfit. And it is fit only when its origins were three and 
its remnants are two. Rather, reverse the opinions in the mishna: 
According to Rabbi Yosei, failure to include three stalks in the 
bundle renders it unfit for the mitzva; according to the Rabbis, 
three is the requirement for the mitzva to be performed ab initio. 


The Gemara cites a baraita supporting this understanding. And this 
was taught in a baraita: With regard to the hyssop bundle, if its 
origins were two stalks and its remnants are one, it is fit. And it is 
unfit only when its origins and its remnants are one. Clearly, this 
is the opinion of the Rabbis. 


The Gemara questions the end of the baraita: If its remnants are 
one, it is unfit? Didn’t you say in the first clause of the baraita that 
if its remnants are one it is fit? 


Rather, emend the baraita and say: It is unfit only when its origins, 
like its remnants, are one. 


Mareimar taught: With regard to these bundles of reeds from 
Sura’ that are bound for sale, one may roof the sukka with them. 
Although the seller bound them," he bound them merely to 
ascertain the number more readily, and they will not remain bound. 


Rabbi Abba said: With regard to these huts made of willow 
branches,” once their upper ties holding them together are un- 
done, they are fit roofing. The Gemara asks: But aren’t they still 
tied from below? Rav Pappa said: Rabbi Abba is referring to a case 
where he unties them from below as well. 


BACKGROUND 


Sura — XYD: Sura was a town in southern Babylonia. Sura was not 


Huts made of willow branches 


-INNT ONY: 


an important Jewish community until the great amora, Rav, moved 


there and established the yeshiva of Sura (c. 220 CE). From that point 
until the end of geonic period (c. 1000 CE), Sura was a major Torah 
center. Under the leadership of Rav and his closest disciples, the 
yeshiva of Sura was influenced by the halakhic traditions of Eretz 
Yisrael and renowned for its unique approach to Torah study. Among 
the great scholars and leaders of Sura were Rav, Rav Huna, Rav Hisda, 
Ravina, and Rav Ashi. The editing of the Babylonian Talmud was 
primarily undertaken in Sura. There was another city of the same 
name, and in order to distinguish between them the other city was 


called Sura on the Euphrates. 


Depiction of long, flexible willow branches woven into a 


tent-like hut, tied at the top and woven at the bottom 


HALAKHA 


Bundles tied for sale - mya) onwipw nian: 
These are not considered bundles for halakhic pur- 
poses, and therefore they may be used for roofing 
the sukka. This is because they are tied only to fa- 
cilitate their sale, and the customer typically unties 
them immediately after the purchase (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629:16). 


NOTES 

Huts made of willow branches — 33717 9%: 
Some explain that these huts are simple, inclined 
roofs made from a weave of willow branches, 
which roof the houses of the poor (Arukh). Rashi 
and others record that these are actually willows 
woven into a cage-like hut in which hunters hide. 
The common denominator between these two 
views is that the branches are held together. They 
are not merely tied together, but they are braided 
together, so that even after the knots are untied 
the branches remain connected. 
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HALAKHA 
A binding that is not destined to be moved - i»xw 73x 
bude nwy: A bundle that cannot be carried does not have 
the legal status of a bundle, even if it is tied at both ends. 
Consequently, one may use it to roof a sukka (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 629:15). 


Roofing that dries quickly - wand ‘iva Jab: Roofing 
made from vegetables that dry quic lyi is unfit roofing. Food 
items are unfit for roofing because they are susceptible to 
impurity, but the measure of food that renders the sukka un- 
fit is four handbreadths as is the case with all unfit roofing. 
Three handbreadths of these vegetables render the sukka unfit, 
like airspace, due to their tendency to wither and crumble 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629712). 


Harvesting grain for roofing a sukka with regard to ritual 
impurity — maw pavd 3300 axipm: If one harvests stalks o 
grain to roof the sukka and, all the more so, if one harvests 
grapes for the winepress, the handles of the grain are no 
susceptible to ritual impurity. This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Menashya, who, based on the discussion o 
the Gemara, appears to hold in accordance with the opinion 
of the first tanna (Kesef Mishne). Alternatively, it is possible 
to explain Rav Menashya's opinion is in accordance with al 
opinions (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 5:6-7). 
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Vegetables about which the Sages said - naan nyw nipt: 
There are several common aspects to the vegetables the Sages 
enumerated as fit for the mitzva of bitter herbs. First, they are 
not typically eaten; they are eaten only in unusual circumstanc- 
es. Furthermore, they each have quick-drying moisture, causing 
the vegetable to dry and crumble faster than other vegetables. 


Transmit ritual impurity — 7x17 ny pean: Some of the 
early authorities have a variant ‘reading of the text: They do not 
transmit ritual impurity (Rid; Me'ʻiri; and others). According to 
this reading, the Gemara is more easily understood: Since these 
branches do not last long, their legal status from the outset is of 
something not there at all, even with regard to the halakhot of 
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NOTES 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Even if you say that 
Rabbi Abba is referring to a case where one does not untie 
them from below, they are fit for sukka roofing, as any binding 
that is not destined to be moved" is not considered a binding. 
Since these huts are untied from above, were one to attempt to 
move them, they would fall apart. 


§ Rabbi Abba said that Shmuel said: With regard to vege- 
tables about which the Sages said: One fulfills his obligation 
to eat bitter herbs on Passover, if they are spread over a source 
of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse, they transmit ritual 
impurity,” and the impurity spreads to objects beneath them. 
And, nevertheless, the Sages decreed that they do not serve as 
a barrier before the spread of ritual impurity. The impurity 
breaches roofing made of these vegetables and rises upward, as 
if there were no covering over it. If one roofs a sukka with these 
vegetables, it is as if they were not there at all, and they render 
a sukka unfit due to the unfitness of airspace." Just as three 
handbreadths of airspace in the roofing renders a sukka unfit, 
so too, three handbreadths of these vegetables in the roofing 
renders a sukka unfit. What is the reason for this halakha? Since 
when they dry" they crumble and fall, even while fresh, they 
are as one that is not there. 


Apropos the statements of Rabbi Abba, the Gemara cites an- 
other. Rabbi Abba said that Rav Huna said: In the case of one 
who harvests bunches of grapes for the winepress, these 
bunches do not have handles." The stems, which connect the 
grapes to the clusters, are not required for the production of 
wine. Therefore, their legal status is not that of a handle in terms 
of ritual impurity; they are merely waste. Consequently, ifthese 
stems come into contact with a source of ritual impurity, they 
do not become impure and they do not transmit impurity to the 
attached grapes. 


And Rav Menashya bar Gadda said that Rav Huna said: In the 
case of one who harvests grain for roofing a sukka,” the grain 
has no handles. The legal status of the straw is not that of 
a handle for the grain. Since his interest is roofing his sukka, 
he wants only the straw, which is fit roofing, and not the grain, 
which is unfit. Therefore, in this context, the straw does not 
facilitate moving the grain. 


The Gemara notes: The one who said that in the case of one 
who harvests grain, the straw is not a handle, all the more so 
would he say so in the case of one who harvests grapes, since 
the stems are not suitable for his needs. Stems are not wanted 
in the winepress, so that they will not absorb wine. By contrast, 
the one who said in the case of one who harvests grapes that 
it has no handles, he said so only in that case; however, in the 
case of one who harvests grain, he would say that it has handles, 
since the grain attached to the straw is suitable for his needs. 
He can roof the sukka with them and weigh down the straw, so 
that it does not scatter in the wind. 


ritual impurity. However, according to the version: They 
ritual impurity (Rashi; Tosafot; Ritva), the Sages issued a decree 
that as long as they are moist they transmit impurity, despite 
the fact that by Torah law a dried vegetable does not 


ritual impurity. 


And they render a sukka unfit due to the unfitness of air- 
space — VIX Iwi NDIA popia: The Ran holds that 
unfit by Torah law since clearly they are not fit to las 


seven days of the Festival. 


ransmit a vessel or utensil is susceptible to ritual impurity provided it 
meets two criteria: It must be fit for consumption by people and 
water must have been poured on it intentionally. 

Typically, food comes with shells, peels, small branches, and 
the like attached to it. At times, these attachments are consid- 
ered part of the food both in terms of the minimum requisite 
measure to become ritually impure and in terms of transmitting 
ritual impurity to the food. There are two primary attachments 
that fall into this category: Protection and handles. Protection is 
attached to the food and preserves it. Handles are attachments 


ransmit 


hey are 
for the 


Handles — ni: The halakhot of handles are discussed at length 
in tractate Okatzin, the final tractate in the order of Teharot. 
Essentially, any item that grows from the ground and is not 


that facilitate carrying and handling the food. Halakhic discus- 
sions address the precise specifications of the handles along 
with the circumstances in which they become ritually impure. 
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The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the statement of Rav 
Menashya bar Gadda is subject to a dispute between tanna’im, as 
itis taught in a baraita: Fig branches," and there are figs on them; 
vines, and there are grapes on them; straw, and there are stalks 
of grain on them; palm branches," and there are dates on them," 
with regard to them all, if the amount of waste is greater than 
the amount of the food, a sukka roofed with them is fit. And if not, 
the sukka is unfit. Aherim say: The sukka is unfit until the amount 
of straw is greater than the combined amount of the handbreadth 
of the handles attached to the food that is susceptible to ritual 
impurity and the food. 


The Gemara continues: What, is it not that they disagree with 
regard to this: That one Sage, Aherim, who said that the straw 
must be greater than the handles as well, holds that the produce 
designated for roofing have handles; and one Sage, the first tanna, 
who disagrees, holds that they do not have handles? 


The Gemara notes: According to the opinion of Rabbi Abba, who 
says that grape clusters harvested for the winepress do not have 
handles, but grain harvested for roofing does, it is certainly a 
dispute between tanna’im. Clearly, he holds in accordance with 
the opinion of Aherim, who hold that grain harvested for roofing 
has handles. However, according to the opinion of Rav Menashya 
bar Gadda, who says that grain harvested for roofing does not have 
handles, shall we say that it is a dispute between tanna’im, and 
that he holds in accordance with the first tanna of the baraita? Rav 
Menashya could have said to you that everyone agrees: With 
regard to one who harvests grain for roofing, the grain does not 
have handles. And here in the baraita, with what are we dealing? 
It is a case where one initially cut the stalks for food, and recon- 
sidered his plan for them, and decided to use them for roofing. 
Since initially, as food, the grain had handles, its status does not 
change despite his change of intent. 


The Gemara asks: If he cut them for food, what is the rationale 
for the opinion of the Rabbis that the grain has no handles? As a 
rule, grain has handles. And if you say that the Rabbis hold that 
once he reconsidered his plan for them and decided to use them 
for roofing, his initial intent was negated and their legal status is 
like any other inedible roofing, and they consequently have no 
handles, the Gemara asks: And was his initial intent negated in 
that manner? Didn’t we learn in a mishna: All vessels" 


descend into their state of ritual impurity by means of thought? 
Although an unfinished vessel ordinarily cannot become ritually 
impure, if the craftsman decided to leave it in its unfinished state, 
it immediately assumes the legal status of a completed vessel and 
can become ritually impure. However, they ascend from their 
state of ritual impurity only by means of a change resulting from 
an action. Merely deciding to complete the unfinished vessel does 
not alter its status. It loses its status as a vessel only when he takes 
action to complete it. Action negates status created by action and 
status created by thought; however, thought negates neither 
status created by action nor status created by thought." Therefore, 
once the straw of the grain harvested for food is considered a 
handle and is susceptible to ritual impurity, its status cannot be 
negated by thought alone. 


NOTES 
Roofing with branches of fig trees - Dn aba p2p: These 
figs and other fruits are not yet susceptible to ritual impurity 
because water did not fall upon them. Still, since they are food 
and not in the category of the waste of the threshing floor or 
the winepress, they are unfit for roofing. 


Palm branches — nitaava: The geonim explained this term, 
which also means brooms, in different ways. One explanation 
is that the dates hang off the branch, creating the appearance 
of a broom. Another is that after removing the dates from the 
branch, these branches were actually used as a broom. 


HALAKHA 

Branches with fruit upon them - niva opbyy TDX: One 
may roof a sukka with fruit-laden branches, provided the in- 
edible portion is greater than the fruit on the branches. If 
not, one may not roof a sukka with them. If one severs the 
branches for food, the handles of the fruit, i.e., the stems and 
he small branches attached to the fruit, are considered fruit 
for the purposes of this calculation. However, if one severs the 
branches for roofing, the stems and branches are considered 
branches for the purposes of this calculation. If one severs 
he branches for fruit and then reconsiders and decides to 
use the branches for roofing, thought alone is insufficient to 
alter their status. He must perform an action, e.g., trampling 
hem, in order to negate their status as food (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 629:10). 


How vessels contract ritual impurity - ods mhapa WD 
TRAW: If a vessel that one deemed complete is capable of 
serving a purpose in its current state, thought alone renders it 
a vessel, and it is susceptible to ritual impurity. However, once 
the object is rendered a vessel, thought alone cannot reverse 
the process and negate its status as a vessel. The thought must 
be accompanied by an action that negates the earlier thought, 
as one thought alone cannot negate a previous thought, and 
all the more so one thought cannot negate a previous action 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 8:10). 


NOTES 


Thought and action with regard to ritual impurity - Tawra 
mgawa mwya: There is a principle that only finished products 
can become ritually impure; raw materials cannot. In tractate 
Kelim, numerous details are provided with regard to how to 
determine the finished stage of any given vessel. However, 
they apply only when a worker crafts a vessel with no stated 
intent. If one decides that he finished work on a vessel at 
an earlier stage, it assumes the legal status of a vessel and 
is susceptible to ritual impurity at that point. Once a vessel 
assumes that status, the mere thought that one wishes to 
continue working on a vessel does not revoke its status. The 
unfinished vessel loses its status as a vessel only when one 
actually continues to work on it. 
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NOTES 
Besasan, one untied their binding - (13% WAT ppa: Ac- 
cording to this opinion, a significant action is not required 
to alter the status of the item. The mere thought that one 
wishes to change its status combined with a symbolic action, 
e.g. untying the bundle, is sufficient (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi). 


Trampled them [besasan] - }pba: There is a variant reading, 
pesasan, which in this context means the same, trampling 
and crushing. See Rashi, who demonstrates that this word 
has different meanings in the Bible. 


BACKGROUND 
Pitchfork — ny: 


Roman pitchfork with two prongs 


HALAKHA 
Trampled food handles - jppaw phaisg nit: Food handles 
that were trampled on the threshing floor are not susceptible 
to ritual impurity. This ruling is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of the first tanna and the explanation of Rabbi Yohanan, 
and it is contrary to the opinion of his student Rabbi Elazar 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 5:8). 
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And if you say: There is a distinction between the cases, as this 
principle applies only to vessels, which are significant, but with 
regard to handles that are not independently significant but are 
merely for the purpose of handling food, perhaps by means of 
thought they become handles and by means of thought they 
emerge from that status; but didn’t we learn in the mishna to the 
contrary? All handles of food that one besasan on the threshing 
floor are ritually pure, as through one’s actions he indicated that 
has no use for them and does not consider them significant. And 
Rabbi Yosei deems them capable of becoming ritually impure. 


The Gemara elaborates: Granted, according to the one who said 
that besasan means that one untied their binding,” it works out 
well. Although no action was performed on the sheaves, neverthe- 
less, since their only purpose is to facilitate binding the sheaves, he 
indicated by unbinding them that the handles no longer suit his 
needs. However, according to the one who said: What is the 
meaning of besasan? It means he actually trampled them," what 
can be said? According to that opinion, only an action can negate 
the status of the handles. What, then, is the rationale for the opinion 
of the Rabbis, who hold that thought alone can negate their status? 


The Gemara answers: Here too, the dispute between the Rabbis and 
Aherim with regard to using grain for roofing the sukka is in a case 
where one actually trampled them, and that is the reason that they 
are no longer susceptible to ritual impurity. The Gemara asks: If so, 
and a change was made to the grain itself, what is the rationale for 
the opinion of Aherim, who nevertheless prohibit their use as roof- 
ing? The Gemara answers: It is because Aherim state their opinion 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as we learned in 
the previously cited mishna: Rabbi Yosei deems them capable of 
becoming ritually impure even after trampling. 


The Gemara asks: What is the basis of this comparison between 
the cases? Granted, there, in the dispute concerning the ritual 
impurity of the grain on the threshing floor, the rationale for the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, i.e., that the handles remain susceptible to 
ritual impurity, is that they are suitable for use. This is in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, as Rabbi 
Shimon ben Lakish said: Even after the grain is trampled the straw 
suits his needs, since the straw is suited to facilitate turning over 
the grain with a pitchfork,’ as the straw prevents the grain from 
falling between the prongs of the pitchfork. 


However, here, where one needs the straw only for roofing the 
sukka, for what are the handles suited after they have been tram- 
pled? They serve no purpose in terms of handling the grain. The 
Gemara answers: They are suited when one dismantles the roofing, 
in order to hold the grain by the straw, so that it will scatter. There- 
fore, Aherim hold that the straw remains capable of contracting 
ritual impurity. 


Apropos the dispute between the Rabbis and Rabbi Yosei, the 
Gemara discusses the matter itself: All handles of food that one 
besasan on the threshing floor are ritually pure, and Rabbi Yosei 
deems them capable of becoming ritually impure. The Gemara 
asks: What is the meaning of besasan? Rabbi Yohanan said: It 
means that one actually trampled them under foot. Rabbi Elazar 
says: It means he untied their binding. 


The Gemara notes: Granted, according to Rabbi Elazar, who said 
that besasan means that he untied their binding, this is the reason 
that Rabbi Yosei deems the handles capable of contracting ritual 
impurity. However, according to Rabbi Yohanan, who said that 
besasan means that one actually trampled them," why does Rabbi 
Yosei deem the handles capable of contracting ritual impurity? 
Didn't one thereby render them insignificant? Rabbi Shimon ben 
Lakish said: Even after the grain is trampled, the straw suits his 
needs, since the straw is suited to facilitate turning over the grain 
with a pitchfork. 


Twa mah xnwyg) 0 vax 
ant many opr by nban 
agana Ay gana nony Ap 
by hon aN, pina Dipan yaa 
WIDI bw inv nena DPY 
nigh nese naa NT I 

mun 


aT ST ONDA por ANA 
hy ID) apis YND Sy TNM 
- DV TYIN IN] MIT D) 

spna” oy ‘sab mw 


wow ppa npma: 1x 193 
TY OK VND DTT TYIN 73 
mh vy mT ay IPA MI 
fa paw ppa bars apm nts 
benv mW bon na- 
npma TYAS Ji ioe pxwa Wak 
te AT- YDS 1a wr bax 

Ts 


nina ONY MYIN ioe} pr 
nagwa mpeg- nywa 


TA W NP 37 NDS 31 WX 
ning yoa bən 197- YIN 
NA TWD bən 137 - mywn 
33 any) KAbYI DD - KYY 
1) .AYDIN Ww ober = nba 
- Dipa apy may P2 13D 
an peat Pa nap 1B p ND 

ww- nd minn 


any NTW p) aby yma pa 
aaba mw - ony AYIN 
bene) xwa Panao” coy 
DPDT ayars 1a PYA NT 
ton ‘DT - TYIN [Taw bare 
YAMA yO xb I Dwn bos 
TYIN I WWI NYT ab bis 
YT MYDIN I PX bax npn 
KONAN aD ab mw boo 

wann wm 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Apropos a pitchfork, the Gemara cites a related aggadic teaching: 
Rabbi Elazar said: Why are the prayers of the righteous likened 
to a pitchfork [eter]? It is written: “And Isaac entreated [vayetar] 
the Lord for his wife, because she was barren” (Genesis 25:21), to 
say to you: Just as this pitchfork overturns the grain on the 
threshing floor from place to place, so too, the prayers of the 
righteous overturn the mind of the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
from the attribute of cruelty’ to the attribute of mercy, and He 
accepts their prayers. 


MI S H N A One may roof the sukka with boards" like 


those used in the ceiling of a house; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Meir prohibits their use. 
If one placed a board that is four handbreadths wide atop the 
sukka, the sukka is fit. He fulfills his obligation, provided he does 
not sleep beneath the board. 


G E M ARA Rav said: The dispute is with regard to 

boards that have four handbreadths in 
their width, the standard size for boards used in house ceilings, as 
Rabbi Meir is of the opinion that the Sages issued the decree of 
the roof. In that case, the roofing of the sukka with boards that 
wide could be confused with a ceiling. Ifit were permitted to roof 
the sukka with a board that size, one might come to sleep beneath 
the ceiling of his own home during the Festival. And Rabbi 
Yehuda is not of the opinion that the Sages issued the decree of 
the roof. However, with regard to boards that do not have four 
handbreadths in their width, everyone agrees that the sukka is 
fit. And Shmuel said: The dispute is with regard to boards that 
do not have four handbreadths in their width; however, if they 
have four handbreadths in their width, everyone agrees that it 
is unfit. 


The Gemara asks: According to Shmuel, the dispute is with regard 
to boards that do not have four handbreadths in their width, and 
apparently the same would hold true even if their width were less 
than three handbreadths. In that case, aren’t they merely reeds; 
why would Rabbi Meir prohibit their use? 


Rav Pappa said that this is what Shmuel is saying: If they have 
four handbreadths in their width, everyone agrees that the sukka 
is unfit. If their width is less than three handbreadths, everyone 
agrees that the sukka is fit. What is the reason? It is because they 
are merely reeds. When they disagree in the mishna, their dis- 
agreement pertains to a case where the boards are from three to 
four handbreadths wide. In that case, one Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, 
holds that since they are not the measure of a significant place, 
we do not issue a decree prohibiting their use. And one Sage, 
Rabbi Meir, holds that since they have departed from the hala- 
khic status of being joined [lavud], which applies only to gaps of 
less than three handbreadths, we issue a decree’ prohibiting their 
use as roofing. 


The Gemara cites proof with regard to the dispute between Rav 
and Shmuel. We learned in the mishna: If one placed a board 
that is four handbreadths wide atop the sukka, the sukka is fit. 
He fulfills his obligation, provided he does not sleep beneath the 
board. Granted, according to Shmuel, who said that the dispute 
is with regard to boards that do not have four handbreadths in 
their width, however, if they have four handbreadths in their 
width, everyone agrees that it is unfit roofing, it is due to that 
reason that one should not sleep beneath the board. However, 
according to Rav, who said that the dispute is with regard to 
boards that have four handbreadths in their width, however, if 
they do not have four handbreadths in their width, everyone 
agrees that it is fit, according to Rabbi Yehuda, why may one 
not sleep beneath it? 


NOTES 


Attribute of cruelty — n»%2x nma: The commentaries were 
surprised by the use of this unusually harsh expression. The 
typical phrase is the attribute of justice. They noted, however, 
that in this case the attribute of justice was not at work, as Isaac 
and Rebecca did nothing to warrant being childless. Rather, 
the attribute here is understood in the sense of afflictions 
imposed out of love. The use of the harsh expression serves to 
underscore that it is within the power of the righteous to over- 
come even that attribute through prayer (see Rishon Le/ziyyon, 
Nezer HaKodesh, and others). 


Decree with regard to boards — D'p33 mP: According to 
Rashi and others, a ceiling usually consists of boards four hand- 
breadths wide, and that is the reason for the decree prohibit- 
ing their use but not the use of narrower boards. Many early 
authorities (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Ritva; Ran) questioned this 
approach based on two issues: First, during talmudic times 
roofs were made of narrower boards. Second, the language 
of the Gemara itself indicates that the significance of a board 
is determined by its size, not by its potential use in a ceiling. 
Consequently, they explained that the Sages distinguished 
between roofing that looks like a regular ceiling because it 
is made with wide boards and roofing that is fit for roofing 
a sukka. 

It is written in the Jerusalem Talmud that this decree is part 
of the general decree against using vessels, and although 
these boards are flat wood pieces and cannot become ritu- 
ally impure, the Sages issued a decree prohibiting their use 
because they resemble vessels, in the sense that they are 
finished products. 


HALAKHA 
Roofing with boards — D933 J129: One may not roof his 
sukka with boards measuring four handbreadths wide. How- 
ever, if they are less than four handbreadths wide, one may 
roof with them. Some say that the halakha is in accordance 
with the principle that in disputes between Rabbi Yehuda and 
Rabbi Meir, the halakhais ruled in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda. Others say that the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel, against the principle that in ritual 
maters the halakha is ruled in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav in disputes with Shmuel, since the discourse in the 
Gemara is according to Shmuel’s opinion (Rosh). Others say 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
based on the principle that the halakha is in accordance with 
his decrees and on the statement of Rav (Ra‘avad). In any event, 
the prevailing custom is not to roof a sukka with boards at all, 
lest one roof the sukka in the manner that he roofs a house (Tur, 
citing Sefer Mitzvot Katan; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629:18). 


YVR PID PEREKI-14A 67 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek | 
Daf14 Amud b 


NOTES 
Combine to measure four handbreadths — mya) pawn: 
While Rabbi Meir deems even a board three ‘handbreadths 
wide unfit, the board does not render the entire sukka unfit 
unless the unfit boards extend at least four handbreadths, like 
other unfit roofing (Maharam). 
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The Gemara answers: Do you hold that this last halakha in the 
mishna, about not sleeping beneath the board, is a ruling with 
which everyone, including Rabbi Yehuda agrees? Rather, in the 
latter clause of the mishna we have come to the opinion of 
Rabbi Meir. He alone, not Rabbi Yehuda, holds that one may not 
sleep beneath the board. Therefore, no proof can be cited from 
the mishna. 


The Gemara cites an additional proof. Come and hear: Two 
sheets placed over the roofing of the sukka join together to 
constitute four handbreadths, the measure of unfit roofing that 
renders a sukka unfit. 


However, two boards placed on the sukka do not combine. 
Rabbi Meir says: Even boards are like sheets, in that they join 
together to constitute the measure of unfitness. 


The Gemara elaborates: Granted, according to Shmuel, who 
said that the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Meir is 
with regard to boards that do not have four handbreadths in 
their width, but if they have four handbreadths in their width 
everyone agrees that it is unfit; what is the meaning of that 
which Rabbi Meir said: Boards join together? It means that 
boards less than four handbreadths wide combine to measure 
four handbreadths," which renders the sukka unfit. 


However, according to Rav, who said that the dispute is with 
regard to boards that have four handbreadths in their width, 
but if they do not have four handbreadths in their width every- 
one agrees that it is fit, what are the circumstances? If each of 
the boards has four handbreadths in its width, why must they 
join together to render the sukka unfit? If each board is four 
handbreadths wide, each is capable of rendering the sukka unfit 
on its own. And if each of the boards does not have four hand- 
breadths in its width, why would Rabbi Meir prohibit their use? 
But aren't they merely reeds according to Rav? Just as one may 
roof the sukka with reeds, one should be permitted to roof the 
sukka with these narrow boards. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, explain that there are four hand- 
breadths in the width of each board and each renders the sukka 

unfit on its own. However, what is the meaning of: Boards join 
together? It is with regard to a completely different matter. They 
join together to constitute four cubits from the side. If one 

placed these unfit boards adjacent to one of the walls of the sukka, 
they do not render the sukka unfit, due to the halakhic principle 

of curved wall, which views that roofing as an extension of that 
wall. However, that principle applies only up to four cubits of 
unfit roofing. If these boards join together to measure four cubits, 
the sukka is unfit according to Rabbi Meir. According to this 

explanation, the mishna can be explained in accordance with the 

opinion of Rav as well. 


There is another version of the above exchange. Granted, ac- 
cording to Shmuel, who said that the dispute between Rabbi 
Yehuda and Rabbi Meir is with regard to boards that do not 
have four handbreadths in their width, but if they have four 
handbreadths in their width, everyone agrees that it is unfit, 
what is the meaning of that which Rabbi Meir said: Boards join 
together? It means that they join together to constitute four 
cubits from the side, which renders the sukka unfit. 
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However, according to Rav, granted, according to Rabbi Meir, 
what is the meaning of: Boards join together? It means that they 
join together to constitute four cubits from the side. However, 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said that even 
if they have four handbreadths in their width, the sukka is fit, 
what is the meaning of: Boards do not join together? They are 
merely reeds, which is fit roofing and fit roofing that joins to- 
gether remains fit roofing. The Gemara answers: Since Rabbi 
Meir used the phrase: Join together, Rabbi Yehuda, although 
it is irrelevant according to his opinion, also said: Do not join 
together. 


The Gemara notes: It is taught in a baraita in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav, and it is taught in a baraita in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rav: 
If one roofed the sukka with cedar boards that do not have four 
handbreadths in their width, everyone agrees that it is fit. If 
there are four handbreadths in their width, Rabbi Meir deems 
it unfit and Rabbi Yehuda deems it fit. 


Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident during a time of 
danger," when the gentiles decreed that it is prohibited for Jews 
to construct a sukka, at which point we brought boards that 
had four handbreadths in their width, and we roofed the porch 
with them so that it would not appear to be a sukka, and we sat 
beneath them. Evidently, boards four handbreadths wide are fit 
roofing for a sukka. They said to him: Is there proof be cited 
from there? There is no proof from actions performed during 
a time of danger. It is possible that the sukka that they built on 
the porch was unfit, and they built it merely to commemorate 
the mitzva that they were unable to fulfill. From this baraita, it 
is apparent that the dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi 
Yehuda is in a case of boards that are four handbreadths wide, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of 
Shmuel: If one roofed the sukka with cedar boards that have 
four handbreadths in their width, everyone agrees that the 
sukka is unfit. Ifthere are not four handbreadths in their width, 
Rabbi Meir deems it unfit and Rabbi Yehuda deems it fit. And 
Rabbi Meir concedes that, if there is between one board and 
another board a gap the complete width of a board, then one 
places fit roofing from the waste of the threshing floor and the 
winepress, and the sukka is fit. And Rabbi Yehuda concedes 
that if one roofed the sukka with a board that is four hand- 
breadths wide adjacent to one of the walls, the sukka is fit based 
on the principle of curved wall; and, nevertheless, one may not 
sleep beneath that board, and one who sleeps beneath it does 
not fulfill his obligation. In any event, there are two baraitot, 
each in accordance with one of the two views presented. 


§ Itis stated that there is an amoraic dispute: If one turned the 
unfit boards on their sides," and the width of the side is less than 
the measure that renders them unfit, do the boards remain unfit, 
or are they fit because in their current placement their width is 
narrower? Rav Huna said: The sukka is unfit, and Rav Hisda 
and Rabba bar Rav Huna said: It is fit. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Nahman happened to come to Sura. 
Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna entered before him. They 
said to him: If one turned these boards on their sides" and 
roofed the sukka, what is the halakha? They sought to ascertain 
whether his ruling is in accordance with their opinion or in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav Huna. He said to them: The 
sukka is unfit; since the boards are unfit roofing when placed flat, 
their legal status became like that of skewers [shapudin]! of 
metal," which are unfit under all circumstances. 


NOTES 

During a time of danger - M2307 nywa: Some explained 
hat since the boards are unfit due to a decree and are not 
unfit by Torah law, during times of persecution, the Sages 
permitted roofing a sukka with these boards. According to 
he Ritva, the dispute between the tanna‘im is whether it is 
permitted to do so in times of danger. Some explained the 
dispute as follows: According to the Rabbis, in dangerous 
imes, they would bring boards four handbreadths wide, so 
hat the persecuting authorities would not suspect the Jews 
of building a sukka. According to Rabbi Yehuda, however, even 
if doing so was prohibited, they would have brought narrower 
boards, because the authorities would not have noticed the 
difference (Rishon Le/ziyyon). 


One turned them on their sides — por by 125: According 
to the Yefe Einayim, a dispute is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud 
between Rav and Shmuel themselves on this very subject. 


Their legal status became like skewers of metal - 1wy2 
namah pawa: Even metal skewers, which are clearly unfit 
roofing A a sukka, render the entire sukka unfit only when 
there are four handbreadths of unfit roofing. 


—— HALAKHA 
Boards turned on their sides - ony by D257 DW): One 
may not roof a sukka with boards four handbreadths wide, 
even if one does so by turning them on their sides, which mea- 
sure less than four handbreadths. This ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Huna, as Rav Nahman agrees with it 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 629:18). 


LANGUAGE 
Skewers [shapudin] - 115: From the Greek ond8o¢, spodos; 
meaning a metal rod, primarily used as a skewer to roast meat 
and the like. 
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BACKGROUND 
A board at the entrance of a sukka — 31D MNDa 7a: The 
image depicts a sukka with a board four handbreadths wide 
placed atop the entrance. Three handbreadths roof the 
sukka, while a single handbreadth extends beyond its walls. 


Sukka with a board at the entrance 


Perek | 
Daf15 Amuda 


NOTES 

Moves — papaia: The primary definition of this term is to 
divert an object from its position and move it. The term 
was adapted to describe one who is skeptical about con- 
ventional wisdom. Practically speaking, according to the 
Rambam, it means removing the nails holding the boards 
in place. Others explain that it means pushing the boards 
aside creating room for fit roofing of the sukka (Rav Natan, 
Head of the Yeshiva; Peirush Kadmon). 


Rendering the sukka fit by means of moving - by pn 
papa "P: The decree against using boards was issued lest 
someone come to sit beneath the boards of a ceiling to ful- 
fill the mitzva of sukka. As moving the boards demonstrates 
one’s awareness that it is prohibited to use the ceiling as 
roofing for the sukka, the decree is thereby no longer in 
effect (see Ramban; Rif; Ritva; Me’iri) 
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When they related this encounter to Rav Huna, Rav Huna said 
to them: Didn't I tell you that you should say the halakha in 
accordance with my opinion? Even Rav Nahman agrees with me. 
They said to him: And did the Master actually say a reason for 
this ruling to us, and we did not accept it from him? Rav Nahman 
not only issued a ruling, he also explained his ruling to us. He said 
to them: And did you ask me for the reason and I did not say it 
to you? 


The Gemara notes: Let us say that this baraita supports the opin- 
ion of Rav Huna: With regard to a sukka that does not hold one’s 

head, most of his body, and his table; a sukka whose wall was 

breached with a breach large enough for a goat to jump through 

headlong, i.e., three handbreadths; a sukka that one placed atop 

ita board that is four handbreadths wide, even if he only intro- 
duced three handbreadths of the board into the sukka, in all 

these cases, the sukka is unfit. 


What are the circumstances of the case where one introduces 
only three handbreadths of a board that is four handbreadths 
wide? What, is it not that he turned the board on its side, there- 
by diminishing its width from four to three handbreadths, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav Huna? The Gemara rejects this: 
No, with what are we dealing here? It is a case where one placed 
the board over the entrance of the sukka,® where there is no wall. 
He introduced three handbreadths into the sukka and took one 
handbreadth out of the sukka, so that the legal status of that part 
of the board would be like that of roofing that protrudes from 
the sukka, and the halakha is that the legal status of any roofing 
that protrudes from the sukka is considered like that of the 
sukka. However, since this board is not adjacent to the wall of 
a sukka, the principle of curved wall does not apply. Therefore, it 
is four handbreadths of unfit roofing; it is prohibited to sleep 
beneath that board, and the entire sukka is rendered unfit. Conse- 
quently, there is no support for or against the opinion of Rav Huna 
from this baraita. 


MI SH N In the case of a roof made of boards that 

are four handbreadths wide upon which 
there is no coat of plaster, Rabbi Yehuda says that Beit Shammai 
and Beit Hillel disagree with regard to the manner in which 
to render it fit. Beit Shammai say: One moves" each board, 
and then it is considered as though he placed the board there 
for the sake of the mitzva of sukka, and one then removes one 
board from among the boards and replaces it with fit roofing. Beit 
Hillel say: One need not perform both actions; rather, one must 
either move" the boards or remove one from among them. Rab- 
bi Meir says: One only removes one from among them and does 
not move the others." 


HALAKHA 


Rendering roofing fit for a sukka — n310) AIPA WIT: In the 
case of a house whose ceiling is not plastered, if one wishes to 
render it a fit sukka, he may do so by moving the boards. This is 
accomplished by removing the nails that affix the board in place, 
with the intention that this action be for the sake of the mitzva 
of sukka. Alternatively, one may remove every other board and 
replace it with fit roofing, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda in his dispute with Rabbi Meir, and in accordance 


with the opinion of Beit Hillel in their dispute Beit Shammai 
(Rashi; Tosafot; Rif as cited in the Rosh; Ramban; Rosh; Tur). Some 
say that this is permitted only in a case where the boards are 
less than four handbreadths wide (Rambam; Ran; and others). 
Practically speaking, since many later Sages ruled that one may 
not use any board ab initio, one should be stringent and adopt 
the second opinion (Peri Megadim; Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 631:9). 
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G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Granted, according to 


Beit Hillel, their reason for initially prohib- 
iting this roofis due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that 
which has already been prepared. If one moves the boards, he 
performs an action. Likewise, ifhe removes one of the boards from 
among them, he also performs an action. Therefore, in both cases, 
he prepared the roofing and the sukka is fit. However, with regard 
to the opinion of Beit Shammai, what is the rationale for their 
prohibition against using the original ceiling for a sukka? If the ra- 
tionale is also due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that 
which has already been prepared, one action should suffice. Or if 
the rationale is due to the decree of the roof, lest one come to reside 
beneath a regular plastered ceiling inside a house, removing one 
board from among them should suffice. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the rationale is due to the decree 
of the roof, and this is what they are saying: Although one moves 
the boards, if he removes one board from among them, yes, it 
is fit; if not, no, it is unfit. Moving the boards is inconsequential. 
Removing one board from among them is all that is necessary. 


The Gemara asks: If so, say the latter clause of the mishna: Rabbi 
Meir says: One removes one from among them but does not move 
the others. This indicates that the opinion of Rabbi Meir is identical 
to the opinion of Beit Shammai, as according to the above explana- 
tion, Beit Shammai also hold that removing one of the boards and 
replacing it with fit roofing can render the sukka fit. It is unreasonable 
to say that Rabbi Meir would hold in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Shammai, which is rejected. 


The Gemara answers: This is what Rabbi Meir is saying: Beit Sham- 
mai and Beit Hillel do not disagree on this matter. They agree that 

the boards are prohibited due to the decree of the roof and that only 
by removing one of the boards is the sukka rendered fit. Rabbi Meir 
disagrees with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda that there is a dispute 

between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel. 


The Gemara asks: What is the tanna of the mishna teaching us? Is 
it that Rabbi Meir is of the opinion that the Sages issued the decree 
of the roof and Rabbi Yehuda is of the opinion that the Sages did 
not issue the decree of the roof? But didn’t they disagree about 
this once," as we learned in the mishna above: One may roof the 
sukka with boards; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi 
Meir prohibits their use. The Gemara explained that the dispute is 
whether or not the Sages issued the decree of the roof. 


Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: That is not 
the dispute, as in the first clause, i.e., in the earlier mishna, we are 
dealing with the case of planed boards. The rationale for their 
disagreement is not due to the decree of the roof; but it is due to 
the decree of the vessels that they touched upon it. The dispute is 
whether or not the Sages issued a decree prohibiting the use of 
planed beams in roofing the sukka, although as flat wooden vessels 
they are not susceptible to ritual impurity, lest one come to roof the 
sukka with vessels that are susceptible to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rav Yehuda, who said that Rav 
said:" If one roofed a sukka with convex arrow shafts, the sukka is 
fit, but ifhe roofed his sukka with concave arrow shafts, the sukka is 
unfit; and he did not issue a decree and prohibit roofing with con- 
vex shafts due to the prohibition against roofing with concave shafts, 
here too, let us not issue a decree and prohibit roofing with planed 
boards, due to the prohibition against roofing with actual vessels. 


Rather, according to Rav, perforce you must say that in the first 
clause of the mishna they disagree with regard to the decree of the 
roof, and in the latter clause, i.e., this mishna as well, they disagree 
with regard to the decree of the roof. Once again, the question 
arises: Why do I need them to disagree about the same issue twice? 


NOTES 


But didn’t they disagree about this once - won xm 
KI NIN Fa: At first glance, this question is difficult, 
as the cases are not identical. Earlier, the dispute was 
concerning the decree of the roof as it applies to boards 
used to roof a sukka, to convey the far-reaching nature of 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who prohibits its use. Here, the 
dispute is with regard to using the ceiling of a house as 
the roofing of a sukka, to convey the far-reaching nature 
of the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who rules leniently even 
when sitting beneath an actual ceiling. The fact that the 
Gemara raised this difficulty supports the Ritva’s explana- 
tion that the mishna concerns a ceiling with boards less 
than four handbreadths wide. In that case, everyone 
agrees, as they are not inherently unfit but are unfit be- 
cause they are part of a ceiling (see Arukh LaNer). 


And according to Rav Yehuda who said that Rav said - 
NTIN TT ah: Apparently, the Gemara is rais- 
ing an objection to the opinion of one amora, Rav Yehuda 
in the name of Rav, based on the opinion of another, 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba in the name of Rabbi Yohanan. In 
that situation, the Gemara usually asks: Are you raising 
a contradiction from the statement of one Sage against 
the statement of another Sage of equal standing? Per- 
haps the Gemara raises it as a question in an attempt 
to ascertain how Rav Yehuda would explain the mishna 
(Penei Yehoshua). 
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NOTES 
One who roofs his sukka with skewers — 77773 


prawa inaw: According to the Rambam and oth- 


ers, the reference is to metal skewers. Some explain 


racting ritual impurity in certain circumstances (Tur; 
others; see Tiferet Yisrael). Others explain that the 
wooden skewers are capable of contracting impurity 
because they have metal tips (Korban Netanel). 


The breached segment is equal to the standing 
segment - iyə ym: This is an issue not limited 
o the halakhot of sukka. Rather, it applies in several 


ion is whether the Torah requires the majority of the 
area to be fit, i.e., standing, or merely that the majority 
not be unfit, i.e., breached. 
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hat these are wooden spits that are capable of con- 


different areas of halakha. In each case, the key ques- 
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The Gemara answers: Rather, the latter clause is the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, who is saying to Rabbi Meir: Why do you prohibit roofing 
with boards? Is it due to the decree of the roof? That is the reason 
according to Beit Shammai, who are of the opinion that the Sages is- 
sued the decree. But, contrary to your opinion, Beit Hillel do not issue 
the decree. And Rabbi Meir said to Rabbi Yehuda: Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel did not disagree with regard to this matter at all. These are 
not two separate disputes; rather, it is one extended dispute. 


The Gemara continues to ask: This works out well according to Rav, 
who said that the dispute is specifically in a case where the boards have 

four handbreadths in their width. He says that Rabbi Meir is of the 

opinion that the Sages issued the decree of the roof, and Rabbi Yehuda 

is not of the opinion that the Sages issued the decree of the roof. How- 
ever, according to Shmuel, who said that the dispute is specifically in 

a case where the boards do not have four handbreadths in their width, 
but where they have four handbreadths in their width, everyone 

agrees that the sukka is unfit, and both Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda 

agree that the Sages issued the decree of the roof; if so, in the latter 

clause of the mishna, with regard to what matter do they disagree? 


The Gemara answers: One may not use boards of this sort for roofing 
his sukka. Even according to Rabbi Yehuda, a sukka roofed in that man- 
ner is unfit, due to the decree of the roof. However, here, in the latter 
clause, it is with regard to negating an existing roof that consists of 
boards of this sort, in order to render the sukka fit that they disagree. 
One Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, holds: The ceiling is thereby negated, by 
moving the boards, and one Sage, Rabbi Meir, holds that the ceiling is 
not thereby negated unless he also removes one beam from among 
them. 


In th f h fs his sukka with 
MISHNA the case o epee eg is sukka wit 


metal skewers" or with the long boards of 
the bed, which compose its frame, if there is space between each one 
of them equal to the width of the skewers or the boards, and if he 
places fit roofing in those spaces, the sukka is fit. In the case of one who 
hollows out and creates a space inside a stack of grain to establish a 
sukka for him, it is not a sukka. 


G E M ARA Let us say, based on the mishna, that this will 


be a conclusive refutation of the opinion of 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, as it is stated that the amora’im dis- 
agreed concerning the following matter: With regard to the domains of 
Shabbat, if the breached segment is equal to the standing segment," 
is it deemed a partition or not? Rav Pappa said: It is permitted to 
carry within the partition; as long as the breached segment is not great- 
er, it is considered a solid partition. Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, 
said: It is prohibited to carry within the partition, unless the standing 
portion is greater. Apparently, from the mishna, even if the fit roofing 
is equal to the unfit skewers and boards, the sukka is fit, contrary to the 
opinion of Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua." 


The Gemara answers that Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, could have 
said to you: What is the meaning of: Like the skewers and the boards? 
It does not mean that the space between the skewers and boards equals 
the width of the skewers and boards themselves. It is referring to a case 
where the space is large enough so that the fit roofing can enter and 
emerge easily, i.e., it is wider than the unfit roofing. According to this 
interpretation, the mishna can be explained according to Rav Huna, son 
of Rav Yehoshua, as well. The mishna agrees that even if the standing 
and breached areas are equal, the sukka is unfit. 


He roofed it with unfit roofing - bys 1203 7229: If one roofed 
his sukka with skewers or other unfit roofing materials, even if he 
inserted fit roofing between the skewers, the sukka is unfit, because 
itis difficult to determine that the valid roofing is equal to the unfit 
roofing. This is apparently in accordance with the opinion of Rav 


HALAKHA 


Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua. However, if one made certain to insert 
a greater amount of fit roofing material, or he placed the fit roofing 
lengthwise and the unfit roofing widthwise or vice versa, the sukka 
is fit, in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 631:8). 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t it possible" to be precise?" The 
mishna need not be understood in that manner, since it is possible 
to calibrate the width of the spaces to equal the width of the unfit 
roofing, as the mishna required no more than that. Rabbi Ami 
said: The mishna is referring to a case where one extends the 
width of the spaces beyond the width of the unfit roofing. The 
mishna deems the sukka fit only if the width of the spaces is 
greater than the width of the unfit roofing. 


Rava said: Even if you say that the mishna is referring to a case 
where one does not extend the width of the spaces, and never- 
theless, the fit roofing is greater than the unfit roofing, if the 
skewers were placed lengthwise across the sukka, one places the 
fit roofing widthwise, and if the skewers were placed widthwise, 
one places the fit roofing lengthwise. By doing so, the fit roofing 
overlaps the skewers at least somewhat; otherwise it would fall 
between the unfit roofing. Consequently, even if the space equals 
the unfit roofing, the fit roofing is greater than the unfit roofing. 


§ The mishna continues: Or with the long boards of the bed,® 
which compose its frame, the sukka is unfit. The Gemara suggests: 
Let us say that the mishna supports the opinion of Rabbi Ami 
bar Tavyomei, as Rabbi Ami bar Tavyomei said: If one roofed 
the sukka with worn, incomplete, vessels," the sukka is unfit. 
Although these incomplete vessels are no longer susceptible to 
ritual impurity, they remain unfit because they were initially unfit 
for roofing. Proof can be adduced from the mishna: The long 
boards of the bed are no longer vessels but rather pieces from 
broken vessels;" still, they may not be used for roofing the sukka. 


The Gemara rejects this: The mishna is referring to a case similar 
to that which Rabbi Hanan said that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said 
in another context: It is not referring to the long boards alone. 
Rather, it is referring to a case with the long board of the bed and 
two of the legs attached to it or to a case with the short board of 
the bed with two legs attached to it. In this case, the structure 
could be propped up against a wall and used as a bed. Here 
too, the mishna is referring to roofing with the long board and 
two legs or with the short board and two legs, which are still 
considered complete vessels. 


The Gemara asks: Where is it stated that which Rabbi Hanan 
said that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said? The Gemara answers: As 
we learned in a mishna: 


NOTES 


But isn’t it possible - wats xi: See Tosafot, who suggest a 
variant reading: But isn’t it impossible to be precise? That ver- 
sion appears in other commentaries as well. The change is no 
substantive in terms of the discussion in the Gemara; it affects 
only to whom the question is being posed. Is the question be- 
ing posed to the Sage who holds that if the breached segmen 
equals the standing segment it is fit? Or is it being posed to 
the Sage who holds that it is fit only if the breached segmen 
is less than the standing segment (see Ritva). 


To be precise — oyny: The question whether or not it is pos- 
sible to be precise in measurement arises in several areas of 
halakha, in cases where precision is deemed to be essential, 


e.g, where two items are precisely equal in size or when two 
events occur with precise simultaneity. Some Sages hold that 
precision is impossible because no two objects are exactly the 
same size and no two events occur at exactly the same time; 
there is always at least some minute difference. Others hold 
that precision is possible, at least from the perspective of a 
human observer, even if in essence, there is always at least a 
minuscule difference between two objects or events. 


If one roofed the sukka with worn vessels — baa 7239 
dp: In the Tosefta, this issue is the subject of a tannaitic de- 
bate: The first tanna deems roofing made of worn vessels unfit, 
while Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, deems it fit. 


BACKGROUND 

With the long boards of the bed — mynn nianya: In tal mudic 
times, bed frames consisted of four wooden boards, two long 
and two short. The legs of the bed were attached either to the 
long boards or to the short ones; when a bed was dismantled 
some boards would have legs attached to them and some 
would not. The bedding was placed on a series of intersecting 
ropes tied to the bed frame, or it was inserted into holes in 
the bed frame. 


Sketch of ancient bed frame 


HALAKHA 

If one roofed with broken vessels — os ‘awa JD": As ves- 
sels are susceptible to ritual impurity, one may not roof a sukka 
with them. This is the halakha even in the case of broken vessels, 
which are no longer susceptible to ritual impurity. This ruling 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ami bar Tavyomei, 
as the baraita (16a) supports his opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 629:2). 
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HALAKHA 


A bed becomes ritually impure even when it is dismantled 
into its component parts — DYI% Nav Me": Ifa bed breaks 
but either a long or a short board remains with two legs at- 
tached, it is still functional and consequently still susceptible to 
ritual impurity. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis, as explained by Rav Hanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 26:13). 


One who hollows out a stack of grain - w33 DBINT: A stack 

of grain that was hollowed out, creating a space therein, is not 
a fit sukka, because the stack was not established for the pur- 
pose of shade. However, if one left a space measuring seven 

handbreadths square and one handbreadth high for the sake of 
sukka when he originally formed the stack of grain, and he sub- 
sequently expanded the space to a height of ten handbreadths, 
it is a fit sukka. This ruling is in accordance with the mishna and 

the opinion of Rav Huna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 635:1). 


NOTES 


A long board and two legs — 089 AWA TNN: The commen- 
taries explain that the legs of the bed had notches carved into 
their sides into which the long or short boards were inserted. 
Therefore, when the bed was dismantled, the legs often re- 
mained attached to one of the boards (Rabbi Shlomo Dessau). 


To lean them against the wall - xax yya: Rashi and 
Rabbi Aharon HaLevi explain how this part of the bed was used. 
It was propped up a certain distance from the wall. The ropes 
upon which the bedding was to be spread were attached to the 
wall, forming a functional bed. 


One who hollows out a stack of grain — waa vying: There are 
commentaries and halakhic authorities who discuss at length 
he manner in which one hollows out the stack of grain (see 
Mikhtam; Tosefot Rid; Piskei Rid; Rosh). Some explain that if there 
isa one-handbreadth space inside the stack, it is a space fit to be 
covered with roofing. However, since it is only one handbreadth 
high, it lacks the required height for a fit sukka, and therefore one 
must continue to hollow it out in order to form fit walls. Since the 
principle: Prepare it, and not from that which has already been 
prepared, does not apply to the walls, the result is a fit sukka. 
However, others maintain that one must hollow it out down- 
ward from the existing space. Since all the grain above the space 
is designated as roofing, if one hollows it, it is as though he were 
establishing the roofing from that which is already prepared. 

Others hold that since the grain over the existing space is 
roofing, the legal status of all the grain over the space is roofing; 
therefore, even if one hollows it upward from the existing space, 
it is tantamount to thinning roofing that is too thick (see Ran). 
Some explain that the different versions of Rav Huna’s opinion 
represent these different opinions with regard to hollowing a 
stack of grain (Porat Yosef). 


BACKGROUND 
One who hollows out a stack of grain - waa vying: In this 
haystack, a space was created within the sheaves allowing 
people to sit inside it and use it as a sukka. 


Hollowed-out haystack 
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A bed becomes ritually impure as a complete entity if it comes 
into contact with a source of impurity. And it becomes ritually 
pure as a single entity through immersion, and in the case of 
impurity imparted by a corpse, through sprinkling and immersion. 
However, it may be neither impurified nor purified when dis- 
mantled. This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. The Rabbis say: 
It becomes ritually impure even when it is dismantled into its 
component parts," and, so too, it becomes ritually pure even 
when it is dismantled into its component parts. The Gemara asks: 
If the bed breaks into parts that serve no purpose, it is pure; what 
are these component parts mentioned by the Rabbis? Rabbi 
Hanan said that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: The component 
parts are a long board and two legs" attached to it and a short 
board and two legs attached to it. 


The Gemara asks: And for what purpose are these parts suited; 
what function qualifies their status as vessels? The Gemara an- 
swers: It is possible for one to lean them against the wall" and to 
sit on them, after placing boards across the top and placing ropes 
across their length and width. The boards of the bed can thereby 
be used for the purpose of sitting or lying upon them; conse- 
quently, they are considered vessels. 


Q The Gemara returns to discuss the matter itself cited above. 
Rabbi Ami bar Tavyomei said: If one roofed the sukka with 
worn, incomplete, vessels, the sukka is unfit. The Gemara asks: 
What are these worn vessels? Abaye said: They are small cloths 
that do not have an area of three by three fingerbreadths, which, 
due to their size, are not suited for use either by the poor or by 
the wealthy. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Ami bar Tavyomei: In the case of a mat made of different types 

of vegetation, e.g., papyrus and reed grass, even though its rem- 
nants were reduced from the requisite measure for contracting 

ritual impurity, one may not roof the sukka with them. This 

precisely corresponds to the opinion of Rabbi Ami. 


The baraita continues: If a mat of reeds is large and not desig- 
nated for sleeping, but is suited only for roofing, one may roof the 
sukka with it. However, the status of a small mat, which can be 
utilized for sleeping, is that of a vessel, and one may not roof the 
sukka with it. Rabbi Eliezer says: The status of even a large mat 
is that ofa vessel. It is capable of contracting ritual impurity, and 
therefore one may not roof his sukka with it. 


The mishna states: In the case of one who hollows out and creates 
a space inside a stack of grain,"’ it is not a sukka. Rav Huna said: 
The Sages taught that it is not a sukka only in a case where there 
is not a space one handbreadth high along seven handbreadths 
upon which the grain was piled. However, if there is a space 
measuring one handbreadth high along seven handbreadths 
upon which the grain was piled, and now, by hollowing out the 
stack, one is raising the existing walls and not forming a new space, 
it is a fit sukka. 


That is also taught in a baraita: One who hollows out a stack 
of grain to make himself a sukka, it is a sukka. The Gemara 
wonders: But didn’t we learn in the mishna that it is not a sukka? 
Rather, is it not correct to conclude from it, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Huna, that in certain circumstances it is pos- 
sible to hollow out a stack of grain and establish a fit sukka? The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it that this is the case. 
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Some raised this matter as a contradiction between the mishna 
and the baraita. We learned in the mishna: One who hollows out 
a stack of grain in order to make himself a sukka, it is not a 
sukka. But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that this is a sukka? Rav 
Huna said: This is not difficult. Here, where it is a sukka, it is a 
case where there is a space measuring one handbreadth high 
along seven handbreadths, while there, where it is not a sukka, it 
is a case where there is not a space one handbreadth high along 


seven handbreadths. 
MI S HN One who lowers the walls of the sukka 
from up downward, if the lower edge of 
the wall is three handbreadths above the ground, the sukka is 
unfit. Since animals can enter through that space, it is not the wall 
of a fit sukka. However, if one constructs the wall from down 
upward, if the wall is ten handbreadths high, even if it does not 
reach the roofing, the sukka is fit. Rabbi Yosei says: Just as a wall 
built from down upward must be ten handbreadths, so too, in 
a case where one lowers the wall from up downward, it must be 
ten handbreadths in length. Regardless of its height off the 
ground, it is the wall of a fit sukka, as the legal status of a ten- 
handbreadth partition is that of a full-fledged partition in all areas 
of halakha." 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: With regard to what 
principle do Rabbi Yosei and the Rabbis 
disagree? The Gemara explains: One Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds 
that a suspended partition," even ifit does not reach all the way 
down, renders it permitted to carry on Shabbat, like a full-fledged 
partition. And one Sage, the Rabbis, holds that a suspended 
partition does not render it permitted to carry on Shabbat. 


We learned in a mishna there, in tractate Eiruvin: In the case ofa 
cistern that is located between two courtyards," situated partly 
in each courtyard, one may draw water from it on Shabbat only 
ifa partition ten handbreadths high was erected specifically for 
the cistern® to separate the water between the domains, lest the 
residents of one courtyard draw water from the domain of the 
other courtyard. This partition is effective whether it is above, 
and lowered toward the water; whether it is below, in the water; 
or whether it is within the airspace of the cistern below the rim, 
above the surface of the water. A partition situated in any of these 
places forms a boundary between the two courtyards, permitting 
one to draw water from the cistern. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
says that this is the subject of an early dispute of tanna’im. 


NOTES 


A suspended partition — mba ngm: There is a halakhic 
principle: Extend and raise the partition. This means that any 
partition that has the minimum requisite measure is consid- 
ered to extend upward to the heavens. However, here the 
dispute it about whether there is a parallel principle: Extend 
and lower the partition, to permit a suspended partition. 
Some maintain that it is logical to extend and raise a parti- 
tion since, typically, partitions are constructed from down 
upward. That reasoning logically dictates that the principle 
should not apply in the opposite direction. Why, then, is the 
ruling lenient in the case of a partition over a cistern? Perhaps 


it is because at times the partition must be built above the 
water. Alternatively, since the nature of water is to reach the 
lowest point, partitions over water also extend downward 
(Me'iri). Others explain that suspended partitions are unfit 
because goats can pass through them, indicating that they 
are not partitions. In the case of a partition over water that 
problem does not exist. 

Later authorities discussed this subject at length and com- 
pared this halakha to the principle pertaining to cross beams: 
The edge of the roof descends and seals (18b; see Arukh LaNer, 
Sefat Emet; others). 


HALAKHA 
Extending walls of a sukka - mapa nia bwhw: If the 
walls of a sukka are lowered and reach within three hand- 
breadths of the ground, they are fit and the sukka is fit, in 
accordance with the mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
630:9). 


A cistern that is located between two courtyards - 743 
Divyn mw paw: One may not draw water on Shabbat 
from a cistern located between two courtyards between 
which an eiruv was not established, unless a partition ten 
handbreadths high is built in the middle. If this partition is 
constructed above the water line, it must descend at least 
one handbreadth below the surface of the water. If the 
partition was constructed in the water, it must rise above 
the surface at least one handbreadth, in accordance with 
the conclusion of the Gemara in tractate Firuvin (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 376:1). 


BACKGROUND 
Partitions in a cistern - jaa% Nixma: The partitions in the 
image were constructed inside a cistern situated between 
two adjacent courtyards. One is above the surface of the 
water and one is below, in accordance with the Gemara’s 
conclusion. 


Ele 


Partitions in a cistern 
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BACKGROUND 

Tzippori - 19%: Tzippori was a large city in the Upper 
Galilee and the perennial rival of Tiberias for the status 
of the religious capital of the Galilee. During the Second 
Temple period, it enjoyed special status among the 
cities of the Galilee, due to its large and learned Jew- 
ish community. Among the tanna'im who lived there 
were Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, Rabbi Halafta, and his 
famous son Rabbi Yosei. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi moved 
to Tzippori toward the end of his life, and it was the 
seat of the Sanhedrin for approximately one genera- 
tion. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s leading disciples lived in 
Tzippori: Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei; Rabban 
Gamliel, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who was later ap- 
pointed Nasi; his brother, Rabbi Shimon; Rabbi Hanina 
bar Hama, later the head of the yeshiva in Tzippori; 
and Rabbi Yannai. Even after the Sanhedrin moved to 
Tiberias, Torah scholars continued to reside in Tzippori, 
among them the prominent amora‘im of Eretz Yisrael, 
Rabbi Hanina of Tzippori and Rabbi Mana. 


Archaeological remains at Tzippori 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylo- 
nia — 12°F 31 KON 1D: Rav Dimi was one of the Sages 
who often descended, i.e., traveled, from Eretz Yisrael 
to Babylonia, primarily to transmit the Torah of Eretz 
Yisrael to the Torah centers of the Diaspora, although he 
occasionally traveled on business as well. Consequently, 
many questions, particularly those concerning the To- 
rah of Eretz Yisrael, remained unresolved until the emis- 
sary from Zion arrived and elucidated the halakha, the 
novel expression, or the unique circumstances pertain- 
ing to a particular statement that required clarification. 
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NOTES 


Beit Shammai say: The partition that permits drawing water may be 
placed above; and Beit Hillel said it must be placed below. Rabbi 
Yehuda said: A partition for the cistern should be no more stringent 
than the wall serving as a partition between the two courtyards. Once 
there is a wall between courtyards, there is no need to erect an addi- 
tional partition specifically for the cistern. 


Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Rabbi Yehuda 
stated his opinion in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who 
said that a suspended partition permits one to carry, and therefore 
the wall between the courtyards suffices to divide the cistern as well. 


The Gemara rejects this equation. And that is not so, as neither does 
Rabbi Yehuda hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei," 
nor does Rabbi Yosei hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda. 


The Gemara elaborates: Neither does Rabbi Yehuda hold in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as Rabbi Yehuda states his 
opinion that a suspended partition suffices only there, with regard 
to the joining of the courtyards, which is an obligation by rabbinic 
law. However, here, with regard to sukka, which is by Torah law, a 
suspended partition does not suffice. 


Nor does Rabbi Yosei hold in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, as Rabbi Yosei states his opinion that a suspended partition 
suffices only here, with regard to a sukka, which is a positive mitzva. 
However, in the case of carrying between courtyards on Shabbat, 
which is a prohibition that is punishable by stoning, no, a suspended 
partition does not suffice. 


The Gemara asks: And if you say: Since Rabbi Yosei does not hold in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to the laws 
of Shabbat, according to whose opinion was the action that was taken 
in Tzippori™ performed, where they relied on suspended partitions 
even on Shabbat? The Gemara answers: It was not performed accord- 
ing to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei but rather on the authority of 
Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei. 


And what was that incident? When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yis- 
rael to Babylonia,’ he said: One time they forgot and did not bring a 
Torah scroll to the synagogue on Shabbat eve prior to the onset of 
Shabbat. The next day, on Shabbat, to avoid violating the prohibition 
against carrying, they spread and suspended sheets" on posts that were 
fixed along the path from the house in which the Torah scroll was stored 
to the synagogue, establishing partitions. And they brought a Torah 
scroll along that path and read from it. 


Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei - »Di» ‘a1 777 22: The later 
commentaries discussed Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion that a sus- 
pended partition is a full-fledged partition with regard to the 
matter of joining the courtyards, which is by rabbinic law, but 
not with regard to the mitzva of sukka, which is by Torah law. 
s a suspended partition unfit by Torah law, but the Sages per- 
mitted using it in situations that are by rabbinic law? Or, is it 
a full-fledged partition by Torah law, but since goats breach 
he partition, the Sages were stringent and ruled it unfit in 
cases involving Torah law? Some commentaries discuss the 
practical differences between these two possibilities (see Ritva; 
Penei Yehoshua). In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is explained simply 
hat Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi Yosei, and Rabbi Hanina ben Gamliel, 
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whose opinion is cited in tractate Eiruvin, all hold that a sus- 
pended partition is effective like any other, citing support from 
Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion with regard to bridges. 


Action that was taken in Tzippori — "ia*¥a wya nwy: The 
Ritva explains: The action in Tzippori could not have been taken 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as he permits use 
of a suspended partition only in the case of sukka and not in 
the case of Shabbat. Nor could it have been in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda because Rabbi Yosei, followed by 
his sons, served as the halakhic authority in Tzippori. Therefore, 
the action must have been performed in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, who succeeded 
his father. In the Jerusalem Talmud, there is an explanation 


that Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, did not disagree with 
his father. This is due to the understanding in the Jerusalem 
Talmud that there is no difference between the opinions of 
Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei with regard to a suspended 
partition. 


They spread sheets — p» Y3: According to Rashi, they 
suspended a sheet vertically on these posts, creating a partition. 
Rabbi Aharon HaLevi apparently understood that there were 
two rows of posts, and the sheets were spread across the top of 
the posts, hanging down one handbreadth on the sides as well. 
In that case, it is permitted to extend them further downward 
on Shabbat. However, since the edges of the sheets did not 
reach the ground, they are suspended partitions. 
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The Gemara asks: Does it enter your mind that they spread the 
sheets on Shabbat? Carrying before the partitions were estab- 
lished was prohibited. From where did they bring these sheets 
on Shabbat? Rather, they found sheets already spread on the 
posts,” and they brought a Torah scroll and read from it. They 
relied on a suspended partition even in this matter related to Torah 
law. They relied neither on the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda nor on 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei; rather, they relied on the authority of 
a third tanna. 


§ Rav Hisda said that Avimi said: A mat that is four hand- 
breadths and a bit wide™ can permit the use of a sukka as a wall. 
The Gemara explains: How does one accomplish this? He sus- 
pends it in the middle of a space ten handbreadths high, with less 
than three handbreadths below it and less than three hand- 
breadths above it. And the principle states: The legal status of any 
objects that have a gap of less than three handbreadths between 
them is as if they were joined [lavud]. Therefore, a mat four 
handbreadths and a bit wide can constitute a fit partition of ten 
handbreadths. 


The Gemara asks: This is obvious. The principle of joining with 
regard to a gap of less than three handbreadths is well known. 
There is no need to teach this halakha. The Gemara answers: Lest 
you say that we state the principle of lavud once’ with regard to 
a particular surface but we do not state the principle of lavud 
twice to consider it joined in different directions, Avimi teaches 
us that one may implement the principle twice. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Avimi from a 
baraita: A mat that is seven handbreadths and a bit wide™ can 
permit use of a sukka as a wall. Apparently, a mat can serve as the 
wall of a sukka only when the principle of joined objects is imple- 
mented once. The Gemara answers: When that baraita was 
taught, it was with regard to a large sukka, one considerably 
higher than ten handbreadths. One suspends the mat from a bit 
less than three handbreadths from the roofing, and it is considered 
a fit sukka wall although it is a significant distance off the ground. 
And what does it teach us? It teaches that one may lower walls 
from up downward, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei. 


Apropos forming a sukka wall based on the principle of lavud, the 
Gemara cites that Rabbi Ami said: A board that measures four 
handbreadths and a bit can permit the use of a sukka, serving as 
a wall, and it is effective if one establishes it less than three 
handbreadths from the adjacent wall. And the principle states: 
The legal status of any objects with a gap of less than three hand- 
breadths between them is as if they were joined. 


The Gemara asks: What is he teaching us? The principle of lavud 
is well known. The Gemara answers: He comes to teach us that 
the minimum measure of the horizontal extension of the wall of 
a small sukka is seven handbreadths. Therefore, it is possible to 
establish a wall for the sukka using a board that measures four 
handbreadths and a bit. 


HALAKHA 


Partitions four handbreadths and a bit wide - 
yma: In the case of a sukka that is ten handbreadths high, 
one may position a partition that measures a bit more than 
four handbreadths, so that it is less than three handbreadths 
off the ground and less than three handbreadths from the 
roofing. The partition is fit based on the principle of lavud, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 630:9). 


A mat that is seven handbreadths and a bit wide - nbynna 
yw Maw: One may position a mat measuring a bit more 
than seven handbreadths in width and that is within three 
handbreadths of the ground, even if the roofing is very high. 
This partition serves as a fit sukka wall. This halakha is ruled 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, according to 
Rashi’s version of the Gemara (Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 630:9). 


YIN Dima 


BACKGROUND 


A sheet on posts - PAY 923 by P10: The image depicts a 
sheet spread over a double row of posts. In those places where 
it is spread, the sheet forms a suspended partition that creates 
a closed corridor of sorts. 


Sheet spread over posts 


A mat that is four handbreadths and a bit wide - nbynn 
mer TVET 


Narrow mat serving as a sukka wall 


NOTES 


We state the principle of lavud once — Yay nab ‘Im: Some 
explain that the discussion here teaches a general observation 
with regard to the principle of /avud. That principle can be 
understood in two ways. One understanding is that the two 
surfaces are considered as though they were physically proxi- 
mate to the point that they are joined. A second understanding, 
apparent from the Gemara, is that the empty space between 
the two surfaces is considered as if it were filled. This second 
understanding allows one to apply the principle of lavud to 
both sides of the partition and factor the empty space into the 
calculation of ten handbreadths. 


A mat that is seven handbreadths and a bit wide - nbyna 
mga mya: There are several ways to understand this baraita. 
The question is whether the baraita is issuing a halakhic ruling 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei in his dispute 
with the Rabbis, or whether the baraita is merely presenting 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei while the halakhic ruling is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. A third possibility is 
that the baraita is referring to a case where the mat reaches 
within three handbreadths of the ground, and the Rabbis agree 
with Rabbi Yosei. 
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A house that was breaded- nna ma: This is referring 
to a house with a hole in its roof. The hole was then covered 
over with fit roofing, with the intent of transforming the 
house into a sukka. 


Breached house 


A courtyard that is surrounded on three sides by a 
portico — MYTEN NPN NTW YM: Apparently, the case 
referred to in the mish is similar to the one illustrated in 
he image. The house is built in the shape of a rectangle 
with one side open, with a portico around its inner walls 
and a courtyard in the center. One roofed the airspace of 
he courtyard from the edge of the portico on one side of 
he courtyard to the edge of the portico on the other side. 
The Gemara’s discussion centers on whether the inner walls 
of the portico, which are the walls of the house, are fit to 
be walls for that sukka. 


Courtyard with portico 
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MI S H N A If one distanced the roofing from the walls" 

of the sukka at a distance of three hand- 
breadths the sukka is unfit, because three handbreadths of open 
space, even adjacent to the walls, render the sukka unfit. 


In the case of a house that was breached,’ creating a hole in the 
middle of the roof, and one roofed over the breach, if from the wall 
to the roofing there are four or more cubits of the remaining origi- 
nal roof, itis an unfit sukka. If the roofing is less than four cubits from 
the wall, the sukka is fit, based on the principle of curved wall; the 
remaining intact ceiling is considered an extension of the vertical wall. 


And likewise, in the case of a courtyard that is surrounded on three 
sides by a portico,® which has a roof but no walls, if one placed roof- 
ing over the courtyard between the different sides of the portico and 
the roof of the portico is four cubits wide, the sukka is unfit. Simi- 
larly, a large sukka that was surrounded at the edge of its roofing 
with material with which one may not roof a sukka, e.g., vessels 
susceptible to ritual impurity, if there are four cubits beneath the 
unfit roofing, the sukka is unfit."" The principle of curved wall does 
not apply to unfit roofing that measures four cubits or more. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: Why dol need all these 


cases based on the identical principle of 
curved wall? The Gemara explains: It is necessary to cite all the 
cases, as, if the mishna had taught us only the case of the house that 
was breached, I would have said that the principle of curved wall 
applies there because those walls were established for the house. 
Therefore, when the house is transformed into a sukka, the walls 
continue to serve their original function as walls of the sukka. How- 
ever, with regard to a courtyard surrounded on each of the three 
sides by a portico, where its walls were established not for the 
portico but for the house that opens into the portico, and they hap- 
pen to serve as the interior walls of the portico, I could say no, they 
are not considered as connected to the roofing at all. Consequently, 
it is necessary for the mishna to cite that case as well. 


And if the mishna taught us only these two cases, one would have 
said that the principle of curved wall can apply because all of their 
roofing is fit roofing, and the preexisting roof of the house and the 
portico is unfit only due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from 
that which has already been prepared. However, here, in the case of 
a large sukka that was surrounded at the edge of its roofing with 
material with which one may not roof a sukka, where some its roof- 
ing is unfit and the fit roofing does not actually reach the wall, one 
could say no, the roofing is unfit. Therefore, it is necessary to state 
that case as well. 


If one distanced the roofing from the walls - >A ny PT 
429777 ya: If the roofing of the sukka is three handbreadths 
removed from the walls horizontally, the sukka is unfit (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 632:2). 


Unfit roofing on the side of the sukka - n907 1%3 bape J: 
If the roof of a house is breached and one places fit roofing over 
the breach, or if one has a courtyard surrounded on three sides 


A house that was breached, a portico, and unfit roofing - ma 
bps Job) TIPS nna: Apparently, the Gemara assumes 
that the house and the portico are roofed with roofing fit for 
a sukka. The reason these structures are unfit for use as a sukka 
is due to the principle: Prepare it, and not from that which has 
already been prepared. The early authorities asked: Ifthe mishna 


by porticos and he places fit roofing over the courtyard from 


the edge of the portico on one side of the courtyard to the 
edge of the portico on the other side, the sukka is fit, provided 
the distance between the wall and the fit roofing is less than 
four cubits. This ruling is based on the principle of curved wall. 
However, one may not sleep beneath the unfit roofing (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 632:2). 


is discussing the halakha of a curved wall, what is the difference 
whether the portico is roofed with fit or unfit roofing? The Ritva 
explains that one may have otherwise thought that the prin- 
ciple of curved wall does not apply in a case where the roofing 
consists of material that is inherently unfit, as that roofing would 
interpose between the wall and the fit roofing. 
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§ Rabba said: I found the Sages of the school of Rav, who 
were sitting and saying in the name of Rav: Space without 
roofing renders the sukka unfit with a measure of three hand- 
breadths of space. However, unfit roofing renders the sukka 
unfit with a measure of four handbreadths." 


And I said to them: From where do you derive that space 

renders the sukka unfit when it amount to three hand- 
breadths? It is as we learned in the mishna: If one distanced 

the roofing from the walls of the sukka at a distance of three 

handbreadths, the sukka is unfit. If, indeed, this mishna is 

the source of the halakha, also in the case of unfit roofing, let 

it render the sukka unfit only if the roofing measures four 
cubits, as we learned in the same mishna: With regard to a 

house that was breached and one roofed over the breach, if 
from the wall to the roofing there is four or more cubits of 
the remaining original roof, the sukka is unfit." 


And they said to me: Cite proof from the mishna, apart from 
this case, as both Rav and Shmuel said that in this case, the 
Sages in the mishna touched upon the principle of curved 
wall." In other words, the fact that this house is a fit sukka is 
unrelated to the minimum measure of unfit roofing. It is fit 
due to the principle of curved wall. 


And I said to them: What if there is a sukka with less than 
four handbreadths of unfit roofing and an adjacent space of 
less than three handbreadths; what would be the status of the 
sukka? The sukka would be fit, since it lacks the minimum 
measure of both space and unfit roofing that renders a sukka 
unfit. If one then filled the space with skewers, what would 
be the status of the sukka? It would be unfit, as there would 
be more than four handbreadths of unfit roofing. But 
shouldn't space, which is more stringent, as it renders the 
sukka unfit with only three handbreadths, be as stringent as 
unfit roofing, which renders the sukka unfit only with four 
handbreadths of unfit roofing? 


And they said to me: If so, according to you, who said that 
unfit roofing renders a sukka unfit only with four cubits of 
unfit roofing, the same question arises. Just as, if there were 
a sukka with less than four cubits of unfit roofing and an 
adjacent space measuring less than three handbreadths, what 
would be its status? It would be fit. If one then filled the space 
with skewers, what would be its status? It would be unfit. 
Here too, the question arises: Shouldn’t space, which is more 
stringent, as it renders the sukka unfit with only three hand- 
breadths of space, be as stringent as unfit roofing, which 
renders the sukka unfit with only four cubits of unfit 
roofing? ™" 


And I said to them: What is this comparison? Granted, ac- 
cording to my opinion, that I say that the measure of unfit 
roofing that renders a sukka unfit is four cubits, 


Space and unfit roofing in a sukka - nawa bya JOD) Vi: 
Three handbreadths of unroofed space render a sukka unfit, 
both in the middle of the sukka and along the side of the sukka, 
if the space runs along the length of the sukka. If the space in 
the roofing is less than three handbreadths, the sukka is fit, 
and the space can be factored into the calculation of the area 


HALAKHA 
a small sukka, whose area is a bit more than seven by seven 
handbreadths, three handbreadths of unfit roofing renders 
the sukka unfit. If there are less than three handbreadths of 
unfit roofing, it is factored into the calculation of the area of 
the sukka, and one may sleep beneath it (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 632:1-2). 


of the sukka, although one may not sleep beneath it. If four 
cubits of unfit roofing on the side of the sukka run along the 
length of the entire sukka, or if there are four handbreadths of 
unfit roofing in the middle of the sukka, the sukka is unfit. If 
the unfit roofing measures less than four handbreadths, the 
sukka is fit and one may even sleep beneath it. All of these 
measurements apply to a large sukka; however, in the case of 


Unfit roofing and space together - 4h? mN) bis 729: In 
a case where there are less than four handbreadths of unfit 
roofing and less than three handbreadths of space adjacent 
to it, the sukka is fit, as the two do not combine to render the 
sukka unfit. However, in a small sukka, if the two measure three 
handbreadths, they combine to render the sukka unfit (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 632:3). 


NOTES §=—W—W—___—_—_- 
Space without roofing and unfit roofing -D3 TIDI TNN: 
Since in both cases there is no fit roofing in that spot, why are 
the measures different for empty space and for unfit roofing? 
Some explain that these are halakhot transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai, and therefore there is no point in searching for 
a logical distinction (Korban Netanel). Others explain that a 
space is easily discernible while unfit roofing is not; therefore, 
it renders the sukka unfit only with a larger measure (Taz). 


Curved wall — mapy 9i: There are different opinions with 
regard to the rationale for the principle of curved wall. Some 
explain that, based on the principle, the wall is considered 
o draw closer to the fit roofing (Rav Nissim Gaon; Maggid 
Mishne; others). Most commentaries and halakhic authorities 
explain that the unfit roofing is considered an extension of 
he wall, as though the upper portion of the wall is folded and 
placed atop the sukka (Rashi; Meiiri; Ran). Others say that the 
entire wall is viewed as diagonally inclined from the floor to 
he edge of the fit roofing (Peri Megadim). One of the practical 
differences between these opinions occurs in a case where 
he wall does not reach the roofing. In that case, if the unfit 
roofing is viewed as a folded extension of the wall, the prin- 
ciple of curved wall may not apply (Ran; Magen Avraham). 


Unfit with four cubits of unfit roofing - pion bios 7 
niang yaa: This opinion is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud in 
the name of Rabbi Hiyya. An objection is raised to that opin- 
ion based on the principle of curved wall. If unfit roofing ren- 
ders the sukka unfit only when it is four or more cubits, there 
is no case where the principle of curved wall would apply. 
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NOTES 

What is the difference to me if it was distanced due 
to unfit roofing — -503 Ja bany > ma: The Gemara 
does not cite the response of the Sages of the school 
of Rav to Rabba’s question. One cannot contend that 
their opinion was rejected, as the halakha was ruled in 
accordance with their opinion. Therefore, one must say 
that their reasoning is clarified as the discussion in the 
Gemara develops: Since their measures are not equal, 
they do not join together (Ritva). 


Their measures are not equal — myyt Ww bT: Rab- 
beinu Hananel explains that with regard to the ritual 
impurity of garments, the requisite measures are not 
equal among materials, as a wool or linen garment be- 
comes ritually impure even if it is only three by three 
fingerbreadths, while all other materials are measured 
in handbreadths. There is a similar distinction here, as 
unfit roofing is measured in cubits, while space without 
roofing is measured in handbreadths (see Emek Sukkot). 
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the status of the sukka is determined on the basis of whether it is the 
requisite measure or it is not the requisite measure. In other words, 
the difference between unfit roofing that is four cubits and unfit roofing 
that is less is a unique halakha, completely unrelated to the principle 
of curved wall. Similarly, it is a unique halakha that three handbreadths 
of space in a roof render a sukka unfit. In this case, there is not the 
requisite measure according to either halakha; and since their mea- 
sures are not equal to each other, they do not combine to render the 
sukka unfit. The sukka is rendered unfit only when the measure of unfit 
roofing reaches four cubits. 


However, according to you, who say that the measure of four hand- 
breadths for unfit roofing is due to the distance between the wall and 
the fit roofing, which renders the sukka unfit, what is the difference to 
me if it was distanced due to unfit roofing," and what is the difference 
to me if it was distanced due to a combination of unfit roofing and 
space? In either case, the distance between the roofing and the wall 
should prevent connecting the roofing to the wall. This concludes 
Rabba’s account of his exchange with the Sages of the school of Rav. 


Abaye said to Rabba: And according to the Master, too, although 
their measures are not equal" in a large sukka, which is larger than 
four cubits, in a small sukka aren’t their measures equal? In a mini- 
mally sized sukka, seven by seven handbreadths, three handbreadths of 
unfit roofing must render the sukka unfit. If the measure of fitness were 
to remain up to four handbreadths, that would mean that a sukka with 
a majority of unfit roofing is fit, which is unreasonable. Therefore, Rab- 
ba’s contention that the measures of unfit roofing and space are totally 
different is not precise. 


Rabba said to him: There, in the case of the minimally-sized sukka, the 
fact that the sukka is unfit is not due to the fact that their measures are 
equal. Rather, it is due to the fact that in a case where the unfit roofing 
is three handbreadths, the sukka lacks the minimum required measure 
of fit roofing. In other words, it is not the amount of unfit roofing that 
creates the problem; rather, it is that the fit area of the sukka is too small. 


Rabba maintains that since the two requisite measures of unfitness are 
not equal, they do not join together. The Gemara asks: And anywhere 
that their measures are not equal, do they not combine to constitute 
the requisite measure? But didn’t we learn in the mishna: The garment 
must be at least three by three handbreadths" in order to become a 
primary source of ritual impurity by means of ritual impurity imparted 
by treading of a zav; and the sackcloth made from goats’ hair must be 
at least four by four handbreadths; and the animal hide must be five 
by five; and a mat must be six by six?" 


And a baraita is taught concerning the mishna: The garment and the 

sackcloth, the sackcloth and the hide, and the hide and the mat join 

together with one another." If one attaches a piece of material that has 

asmaller, more stringent measure for ritual impurity to a piece of mate- 
rial that has a larger, more lenient measure, the combined cloth is sus- 
ceptible to contract ritual impurity if together they compose the larger 
measure. Apparently, two items whose measures are not equal combine 

to compose the more lenient measure. 


HALAKHA 


The measure of a garment with regard to ritual impuri- 
ty- mena) ‘332 VW: A cloth measuring three by three hand- 
breadths can become i impure with ritual impurity imparted 
by treading, in accordance with the mishna in tractate Kelim 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 22:1). 


The measure of different materials with regard to ritual 
impurity - mend Dw oan yw: In order to become ritu- 
ally impure, sackcloth, i.e., a coarse weave of goat hair, must 


80 
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measure at least four by four handbreadths; leather, five by five 
handbreadths; and a mat, six by six handbreadths. If the swatch 
of fabric is any smaller, it remains ritually pure (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 23:3). 


Joining for ritual impurity - mend any: If one combines 
three handbreadths of sackcloth with a single handbreadth of 
cloth; four handbreadths of leather with one handbreadth of 
sackcloth; or five handbreadths of mat with one of leather, the 


combination is susceptible to ritual impurity. This is because 
the measure of impurity was reached with the addition of the 
material whose measure of impurity is smaller. However, in the 
opposite scenario, where the measure of impurity is completed 
by the addition of a material whose the measure of impurity 
is larger, e.g., one joined two handbreadths of cloth with one 
handbreadth of sackcloth or three handbreadths of sackcloth 
with one handbreadths of leather, the combination remains 
pure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 23:4). 
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The Gemara rejects this. There, it is as the reason is taught that 
Rabbi Shimon said: What is the reason that these different fabrics 
combine? They combine since all the component materials are fit 
to become ritually impure through the ritual impurity imparted to 
a seat upon which a zav sits," as they can each be used to patch a 
saddle or saddlecloth. Since they are all suitable for the same use, they 
join together with regard to the halakhot of ritual impurity. As we 
learned in a mishna: In the case of one who trims and processes 
a piece of any of the above-mentioned materials" measuring one 
handbreadth by one handbreadth, that piece is capable of becoming 
ritually impure." There is a certain halakha for which each of 
the different materials has the same measure; they therefore join 
together in other areas as well. 


The Gemara asks: For what use is a cloth that is one handbreadth by 
one handbreadth fit? After all, a rag that has no use does not contract 
ritual impurity. Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said in the name of 
Rabbi Yannai: Since it is suitable for use as a patch’ on a donkey’s 
saddlecloth, it is capable of contracting ritual impurity. This ends the 
discussion of the exchange between Rabba and the Sages of the 
school of Rav. 


The Gemara notes: In Sura, they stated this halakha in that lan- 
guage cited above. In Neharde’a,’ however, they taught it as follows: 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: Unfit roofing in the center of 
the sukka renders the sukka unfit with a measure of four hand- 
breadths of unfit roofing. Along the side of the sukka, it renders the 
sukka unfit with a measure of four cubits of unfit roofing. And Rav 
said: Both along the side and in the center, it renders the sukka 
unfit with a measure of four cubits of unfit roofing. 


We learned in a mishna: If one placed a board that is four hand- 
breadths wide atop the sukka, the sukka is fit. And the Gemara asks: 

Granted, according to Rav, who said that both along the side and 

in the center, a sukka is rendered unfit with a measure of four cubits 

of unfit roofing, it is due to that reason that the sukka is fit. However, 
according to Shmuel, who said that in the center of the sukka, the 

sukka is rendered unfit with a measure of four handbreadths of unfit 

roofing, why is the sukka fit? The Gemara answers: With what are 

we dealing here? It is with a case where he placed the beam along 

the side; but had he placed it in the center, then according to Shmuel 

the sukka would indeed be unfit. 


The Gemara cites a proof with regard to Rav’s opinion. Come and 
hear: Two sheets placed over the roofing of the sukka join together 
to render the sukka unfit. However, two boards placed on the sukka 
do not combine to render the sukka unfit. Rabbi Meir says: Even 
boards have the same legal status as sheets, and they combine to 
render the sukka unfit. 


The Gemara clarifies: Granted, according to that version from 
Neharde’a that Rav said: Both along the side and in the center, a 
sukka is rendered unfit with a measure of four cubits of unfit roofing, 
what is the meaning of join together? It means that the two unfit 
objects join together to comprise four cubits. However, according 
to this version from Sura, in which Rav said: A sukka is rendered 
unfit with a measure of four handbreadths of unfit roofing in the 
center, what are the circumstances? If each of the boards has four 
handbreadths in its width, why must they join together to render 
the sukka unfit? If each board is four handbreadths wide, each is 
capable of rendering the sukka unfit on its own, and if each of the 
boards does not have four handbreadths in its width, why would 
Rabbi Meir prohibit their use; they are merely reeds? 


The Gemara answers: Actually, it is a case where each of the boards 
has four handbreadths in its width, and what is the meaning of join 
together? It means they join together to constitute four cubits along 
the side. This understanding fits both versions of Rav’s opinion. 


NOTES 


Since all the component materials are fit to become 
ritually impure through the ritual impurity imparted 
to a seat upon which a zav sits — Kaub AKT! Soin 
avin: When a zav lies, sits, or rides on objects desig- 
nated for these purposes, he renders them primary 
sources of ritual impurity. Anyone who comes into con- 
tact with them or moves them assumes first-degree 
ritual impurity status. In addition to the zav, a zava, a 
menstruating woman, a woman after childbirth, and, 
to a certain degree, a leper, all transmit impurity in 
this manner. 


Measures for ritual impurity - mouy wyw: The 
minimum measures of different objects and materi- 
als for ritual impurity are determined by their quality. 
Generally speaking, the more significant the object, 
the smaller its measure for becoming ritually impure; 
a coarser or more irregular garment will have a larger 
measure. The minimum measure for an object to be- 
come impure is also determined by the type of impuri- 
ty in question. A cloth of three by three fingerbreadths 
becomes ritually impure with impurity imparted by a 
corpse; the measure for impurity imparted to an object 
by a zav sitting upon it is one square handbreadth, 
which is five by five fingerbreadths; the measure for 
impurity imparted to an object by a zav lying upon it 
is three by three handbreadths. 


Since it is suitable for use as a patch - "x11 Drygis 
ther: One does not sit on a piece of cloth of any type 
that measures only one by one handbreadth, and one 
does not normally combine different fabrics to patch 
a garment. However, with regard to patching saddles, 
people tend not to be so particular. Once a piece of 
fabric has been trimmed for this purpose, it is suscep- 
tible to ritually impurity. 


HALAKHA 

One who trims and processes a piece of any of 
them - iman yya: All of the measures provided for 
the different fabrics and materials apply to pieces torn 
from whole garments and the like. However, if one 
purposely cuts a swatch that measures one square 
handbreadth from any of these materials in order to 
sit upon it or a three square handbreadth swatch in 
order to lie upon it, these swatches are susceptible to 
impurity imparted by treading (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 23:3). 


BACKGROUND 
Neharde’a - Kyy: A city on the Euphrates, near the 
alka River, Neharde’a was one of the oldest Jewish 
communities in Babylonia. According to tradition, Jews 
ived in Neharde’a as early as the First Temple period, 
sixth century BCE, beginning with the exile of King 


Jehoiachin of Judea. 


Neharde’a was also one of the most significant Jew- 
ish communities in Babylonia. It was a center of Torah 
earning from an early period, and its yeshiva was the 
oldest in Babylonia. Many of the greatest tanna‘im 
visited Neharde’a, among them Rabbi Akiva, who in- 
ercalated the calendar there (Yevamot 122b). During 
Rav’s time, the first half of the third century CE, the 
yeshiva in Neharde’a was headed first by Rav Sheila 
and then by Shmuel. Since the city was located near 
he border between the Roman and the Persian Em- 
pires, it frequently suffered from the wars between 
he two. Pappa ben Nazer Odonathus, king of Tadmor, 
destroyed it completely in 259 CE. Later, however, Jews 
resettled there, and many Torah scholars remained in 
eharde’a even after its yeshiva moved to Mehoza 
and Pumbedita. 
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BACKGROUND 
Two four-handbreadth stretches of waste in the mid- 
dle - yynxa pops 13W: In the case of a sukka that is eight 
cubits long, upon which four-handbreadth boards and 
four handbreadths of waste were alternately placed start- 
ing at each end, there is a patch of fit roofing measuring 
eight handbreadths in the center, and it is a fit sukka. 


Alternating pattern of boards, with eight handbreadths of waste in the 
middle 


HALAKHA 

Lavud in the center - yyaxa na: When there is a gap 
that is less than three handbreadths in a sukka or in any 
other structure, the sides of the gap are considered joined 
and the gap has the legal status of being sealed. This is 
the case even when the gap is situated in the middle 
and not on the side of the structure (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 632:2). 
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Come and hear proof from another baraita: If one roofed the entire 
sukka with cedar beams that have four handbreadths in their width, 
everyone agrees that the sukka is unfit. If they do not have four 
handbreadths in their width, Rabbi Meir deems the sukka unfit and 
Rabbi Yehuda deems it fit. 


And Rabbi Meir concedes that if there is between one board and 
another board a gap the complete width of a board, then one 
places fit roofing from the waste of the threshing floor and the 
winepress, and the sukka is fit. 


The Gemara clarifies: Granted, according to the one who said: 
Both along the side and in the center a sukka is rendered unfit with 
a measure of four cubits of unfit roofing, it is due to that reason that 
the sukka under discussion is fit, as none of the boards is four cubits 
wide. However, according to the one who said that a sukka is ren- 
dered unfit with a measure of four handbreadths of unfit roofing in 
the center, why is the sukka fit? Each board is capable on its own of 
rendering the sukka unfit. 


Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Here, we are dealing with 
a sukka that is exactly eight cubits, i.e., forty-eight handbreadths, 
wide, and one began placing the roofing from the side. And he 
places a four-handbreadth board and then four handbreadths of 
waste, and another board and waste, and a board and waste, from 
this side, so that the total measure of roofing from that side is 
twenty-four handbreadths. And then a beam and waste, a beam 
and waste, and a beam and waste, from that side, so that the total 
measure of roofing from that side is twenty-four handbreadths. 


The result is that the sukka has two four-handbreadth stretches of 
waste in the middle’ of the sukka, totaling eight handbreadths. In 
that case, there is the minimum measure of fit roofing required for 
fitness of a sukka in the middle, and everyone agrees that the unfit 
roofing in the rest of the sukka cannot render it unfit. Since the unfit 
roofing measures less than four cubits on either side, the sukka is fit 
both according to the principle of curved wall and according to the 
opinion that unfit roofing renders the sukka unfit with four cubits. 


Q Abaye said: If there is space measuring three handbreadths in a 
large sukka, which is defined as one larger than seven by seven 
handbreadths, and one diminished the space, whether he did so 
with branches, fit for roofing, or whether he did so with metal 
skewers, unfit roofing, it is an effective diminution, as there is 
neither sufficient space nor sufficient unfit roofing to render the 
sukka unfit. However, in a small sukka, if one diminished the space 
with branches it is an effective diminution; if he diminished the 
space with skewers, it is not an effective diminution and the sukka 
is unfit. The three handbreadths of skewers, while insufficient to 
render the sukka unfit, diminish the fit area of the sukka to the point 
that the measure that remains does not constitute a fit sukka. 


The Gemara notes: And this applies only if the space is along the 

side of the sukka, in which case the principle of lavud applies. How- 
ever, if the space is in the center of the sukka, Rav Aha and Ravina 

disagree with regard to the ruling. One said: The principle of lavud 

is applied even in the center" of the sukka. And one said: The prin- 
ciple of lavud is not applied in the center of the sukka. Even 
if one diminished the space, the two sides of the roofing are not 

considered joined. 


T W VOT NDT FYE MD 
TRYP TP KDT - pyoKs 
Any bates TII Ay) T bpian 
bpian TNS On Nip mw 13) 
PX MS brian meet NINI mt 
wx- nwbwn ning ia ft mys 
— Tey Ms TTP WAT? PE 

DUNS AYP wIN? Py 


BIT Np NY TPN) 


NI PX WONT NIT NAY NA 
AD MA IDN 407- y¥AKA 
thas - maa mew nay ns 
ity - ANN WD" Ta KAY 
man bp - mang TD AKA 
- MANX B22 Mew ITD ih 

any baa man ds 


TRAW nay MND MINYA PX 
AN niy - Iny BIB Maa 
ain aa man b>- TINK TW 


DTT INDD NID OIKY TPN) 
amb ya 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission 


The Gemara explains: What is the rationale for the opinion of the 
one who said: The principle of lavud is applied even in the center 
of the sukka? It is as it is taught in the Tosefta: With regard to a cross 
beam of the merging of alleyways that projects from this wall" of 
an alleyway but does not touch the other opposite wall, and simi- 
larly, with regard to two cross beams,’ one projecting from this wall 
and one projecting from the other opposite wall and they do not 
touch each other, if there is a gap of less than three handbreadths 
between the beam and the wall or between the two beams respec- 
tively, one need not bring another cross beam to render the alleyway 
fit for one to carry within it, as they are considered joined based on 
the principle of lavud. However, if there is a gap of three hand- 
breadths, one must bring another cross beam. Apparently, the prin- 
ciple of lavud is applied even in the center. 


The Gemara asks: And the other Sage, who holds that lavud does not 
apply in the center, how would he explain the Tosefta? The Gemara 
clarifies that he would say that beams are different because the 
prohibition against carrying in an alleyway is a decree by rabbinic 
law," and it is a rabbinic ordinance that beams may be placed at the 
entrance to the alleyway to permit carrying therein, the Sages were 
lenient. Therefore, proof cannot be cited from the case of the beams 
with regard to other situations. 


What is the reason for the opinion of the one who said: The prin- 
ciple of lavud does not apply in the center? It is as we learned in a 
mishna: In the case of a skylight in the roof of a house" whose open- 
ing is one square handbreadth, if there is a source of ritual impu- 
rity imparted by a corpse" inside the house, all the objects in the 
entire house become ritually impure, as the legal status of the roof 
is that of a tent over a corpse. However, the objects that are directly 
opposite the skylight’ are ritually pure, as the roof does not cover 
that part of the house. If the source of ritual impurity is itself situ- 
ated aligned with the skylight, all the objects in the entire house 
are ritually pure, as there is no roof over the source of impurity. 


If the skylight does not have an opening of a square handbreadth 
and there is ritual impurity in the house, the objects opposite 
the skylight remain ritually pure. If the source of ritual impurity 
is aligned with the skylight, the objects in the entire house are 
ritually pure. Apparently, the principle of lavud is not applied in 
the center; if it were, all the objects in the house would become ritu- 
ally impure regardless of the location of the source of impurity. The 
opening of the skylight should be considered closed, as the distance 
between the two sides ofits opening is less than three handbreadths.™ 


The Gemara asks: And the other Sage, who holds that lavud applies 
in the center, how would he explain the mishna? The Gemara an- 
swers: The halakhot of ritual impurity are different, as that is the 
way they learned them through tradition. The halakhot of tents and 
ritual impurity are halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. There- 
fore, their details are unique, and other areas of halakha cannot be 
derived from them. 


NOTES 


Beams are different because the prohibition against carrying 
in an alleyway is a decree by rabbinic law — j2377 Nirip Kw: 


The Sage who despite this distinction, cited proof from beams, 


holds that all of the ordinances that the Sages instituted were 
modeled after similar Torah laws (see Emek Sukkot). 


A skylight in the roof of a house, etc. — 131 maaw nany: There 
are other opinions, which proposed a variant reading of the 
mishna but were rejected. In the version of the mishna cited 
here, there is no difference between a skylight whose opening 
is one 
the differences between the two cases are not manifest in the 
halakhot discussed here, but in other halakhot, e.g., whether one 
who obstructs the skylight with his feet becomes ritually impure 


handbreadth and one whose opening is smaller. Indeed, 


and able to render other objects impure and a case where the 
source of impurity is partially under the skylight and partially 
under the roof of the house (see Meri). 


The proof from a skylight in the house — maaw Tanya myy: 
The proof cited here to the principle of /avud is based on the as- 
sumption that the halakhot of the opening of a handbreadth in 
terms of a tent over a corpse are virtually identical to the halakha 
of three handbreadths with regard to partitions. The proof is from 
the second half of the mishna which is referring to an opening 
less than a handbreadth. Just as the principle of lavud is not ap- 
plied to an opening less than a handbreadth in the middle and it 
is not considered sealed, the same should be true of an opening 
of less than three handbreadths (Ritva). 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Across beam that projects from this wall - ngyn TP 
m bpian: In a case where there is a beam over the en- 
trance of an alleyway, and it projects from one wall and 
stretches across the alleyway, but it does not reach the 
opposite wall, and there is a beam projecting from the 
opposite wall toward the first beam, the halakha is as fol- 
lows: If the gap between the ends of these beams is less 
than three handbreadths, the two beams are considered 
joined, and it is permitted to carry in the alleyway on 
Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:21). 


A skylight in a house in which there is ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse — n9 nmi jaw maa 70X: If 
there is a skylight or any kind of opening in the roof of a 
house, and the source of the impurity is directly beneath 
the skylight, it renders impure any object between the 
source of the impurity and the heavens. However, objects 
in the rest of the house remain pure. This is the halakha 
whether or not the opening is one handbreadth wide. 
If the source of the impurity is under the roof, all the 
contents of the house become impure, except for the ob- 
jects directly beneath the skylight (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Met 16:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Two cross beams — ninip mw: In the image directly below, two 
cross beams are projecting from two alleyway walls but not touching each 
other. They are also an example of cross beams that project from one wall 
but do not reach the opposite wall. 


Cross beams projecting from two alleyways 


Opposite the skylight - marx 7333: 


Skylight 
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LANGUAGE 


Abramis [avroma] — x1ai72%: From the Greek aBpayic, abra- 
mis, a fish indigenous to the Nile River. It may refer to a kind 
of bream or mullet. 


Flathead mullet 


Small fish [tzahanta] - “many: Tzahanta is parallel to the 
Arabic ésLexo, sihnd’ah, meaning small fish that are cut up 
into smaller pieces. 


BACKGROUND 


The small fish of the Bav River - XYM 239 NAN¥: It is dif- 
ficult to identify the fish discussed here. According to Rashi 
on tractate Avoda Zara (39a), this fish is identical to the hilak or 
sultanit fish mentioned there. It develops fins and scales only 
when reaching maturity, and at earlier stages it is virtually 
impossible to distinguish it from non-kosher fish. Therefore, it 
may be eaten only if it was caught in water known to contain 
exclusively kosher fish. 


HALAKHA 

A portico with posts for the sukka — 73109 piya Dy TYTOJX: 
If valid roofing is placed over a portico with posts and the 
posts are within three handbreadths of each other, they form 
a wall and the sukka is fit. This is the halakha both in the case 
where the sukka is adjacent to the portico and in the case 
where the portico itself serves as the sukka. If the posts are at 
the sides of the portico, it is also fit (Rambam). Many (Rashi; 
Tosafot; Rif; others disagree, however, and therefore one may 
not construct a sukka in this manner ab initio (Rema; see 
Levush). One may certainly not use a portico for this purpose 
if there are no posts. In that case, the halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava in his dispute with Abaye (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 630:8). 
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§) Rabbi Yehuda bar Elai taught: A house that was breached 
and one roofed over it is a fit sukka. Rabbi Yishmael, son of 
Rabbi Yosei, said to him: My teacher, explain your opinion. 
Rabbi Yehuda bar Elai said that this is how my father explained 
it: If the ceiling between the wall and the breach is four cubits 
long, the sukka is unfit. If it is less than four cubits, the sukka 
is fit. 


Rabbi Yehuda bar Elai taught: With regard to the abramis 

[avroma], itis permitted to eat it, despite the fact that it is a very 
small fish that is typically caught in a net with many similar, non- 
kosher, fish, and it is difficult to distinguish between them. Rab- 
bi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said to him: My teacher, ex- 
plain" your opinion. Rabbi Yehuda bar Flai said that this is how 
my father explained it: The abramis found in the rivers of place 

so-and-so, where there are also non-kosher fish, is prohibited; 

however, the abramis of a different place so-and-so, where there 

are no non-kosher fish, is permitted. 


The Gemara notes that this is similar to that which Abaye said: 
These small fish [tzahanta]‘ of the Bav River? are permitted. 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason that Abaye unequivocally 
permitted eating these fish and was not concerned about the 

potential presence of non-kosher fish among them? If we say that 
it is due to the fact that the water flows rapidly, and these non- 
kosher fish, since they do not have a spinal cord, are not able 

to exist in that water, as the current carries the non-kosher fish 

out of the Bav River, and consequently all the remaining fish are 

kosher, that is not the case. Don’t we see that non-kosher fish 

exist in rivers with strong currents? 


Rather, perhaps Abaye permitted it because the water is salty, 
and these non-kosher fish are not able to exist in that water 
because they do not have scales. This, too, is not the case, as 
don’t we see that non-kosher fish exist in salty water? Rather, 
Abaye permitted the small fish in the Bav River because the mud 
in that river is not suited for non-kosher fish to reproduce. The 
conditions in the river render it an unproductive habitat for non- 
kosher fish. Ravina said: And today, since the government built 
canals between the rivers, and the Eitan River and the Gamda 
River spill into the Bay, it is prohibited to eat the small fish 
without thorough inspection. 


§ It was stated that the amora’im disagree: If one roofed a 
portico’ that has posts on its open side, the sukka" is fit. If 
one roofed a portico that does not have posts on its open side, 
Abaye said: The sukka is fit, and Rava said: The sukka is unfit. 
The Gemara elaborates: Abaye said: The sukka is fit, 


NOTES 


My teacher, explain — W39 +27: With regard to the abramis, 


Rabbi Yehuda taught the halakha according to the situation 
in his locale, where all the fish of this type were kosher. With 
regard to the house, he did not elaborate, because he holds 
that a standard house measures eight cubits. Therefore, in any 
case where the breach in the roof is the minimal measure of 
a sukka, the breach will be less than four cubits removed from 
the walls (Arukh LaNer). 


One roofed a portico - 71TD3% +23 by 12D: Already in the 
days of the geonim, there were multiple interpretations of this 
case, and more interpretations were raised throughout the 
generations. One central opinion is that the sukka is adjacent 
to the portico and is not the portico itself. According to Rashi, 


it is a portico whose roof is four cubits wide that surrounds 
an inner courtyard on three sides. The posts that are less than 
three handbreadths apart support the roof of the portico. Oth- 
ers explain that the sukka is adjacent to the portico, which 
has two walls in an L-shape. The posts that are less than three 
handbreadths apart are positioned on the third side (Tosafot; 
Tur; others). 

Yet others say explain that the roofing for the sukka is placed 
atop an uncovered section of the portico itself. The portico 
has protruding side posts that close that side (Rambam, ac- 
cording to Maggid Mishne and Kesef Mishne). Others say that 
this is referring to a sukka built like an alleyway. Its third wall 
is formed by the edge of the portico, where there are posts 
along the sides (Meri). 
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as we say that the edge of the roof descends and seals" the open- 
ing. The edge of the roof itself is considered as though it were a 
small partition that extends downward and forms a wall. Rava 
said: This sukka is unfit, as we do not say that the edge of the 
roof descends and seals. 


Rava said to Abaye: According to you, who said: The edge of 
the roof descends and seals" the opening like a wall, then in a 
case where the roofing of the sukka consists of straight beams, 
even if one removed the middle wall, leaving the sukka with only 
two parallel walls, the sukka would nevertheless be fit. Since the 
edge of the roof descends and seals, the legal status of that sukka 
is the same as one that has walls on all sides. Abaye said to him: I 
concede to you that in that particular case the principle: The edge 
of the roof descends and seals, does not apply, as it is considered 
like an open alleyway, through which the multitudes pass on two 
opposite sides." In other cases, the principle applies. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that Abaye and Rava disagree 

with regard to the same issue that was the subject in the dispute 

of Rav and Shmuel; they are merely elaborating on a fundamen- 
tal dispute between other amora’im. As it was stated: Amora’im 

disagree with regard to a portico," which has a roof and no walls 

or incomplete walls, located in a field,"*" which is a karmelit. Rav 
said: It is permitted to move an object throughout the entire 

portico, as we say that the edge of the roof descends and seals 

the opening, rendering the portico a private domain, as it is ef- 
fectively surrounded by partitions. And Shmuel said: One may 
move an object in the portico only within four cubits, as we do 

not say that the edge of the roof descends and seals the opening. 
Therefore, the portico’s legal status is that of the surrounding field. 
Ostensibly, the basis of the dispute between Abaye and Rava is 

identical to the basis of the dispute between Rav and Shmuel. 


The Gemara rejects this comparison and says: According to the 
opinion of Shmuel, everyone, even Abaye, agrees that one does 
not apply the principle: The edge of the roof descends and seals, 
to the case of a sukka. 


The edge of the roof descends and seals - anin TI? AIPA: 
The principle: The edge of the roof descends and seals, is not 
applied to all beams. Some hold that the principle applies only 
if the beam is at least one handbreadth wide, like the beam at 
the entrance to an alleyway. Others say that it must be at least 
three handbreadths. Furthermore, it is evident from the discus- 
sion of this issue that this principle applies only to the roof of a 
permanent structure, but not to the beam of the sukka, which 
is a temporary structure (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi and others). 


Who said the edge of the roof descends and seals - Vax 
anio) TI AIPA »B: Some hold that Abaye applies the principle: 
The edge of the roof descends and seals, to only one side of 
the structure (see Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Ritva; Tosafot; others). 
However, others maintain that Abaye applies this principle 
even to three sides (Sefer Hashlama). 


As it is considered like an open alleyway on two opposite 
sides — wnan a3 mb mat: According to Abaye, although 
there is a principle: The edge of the roof descends and seals, it 
does not apply to two parallel walls. The Torah requires a sukka 


to have three walls, and only two walls are observable in this 
structure, which appears to have two open ends, enabling 
people to pass through it (see Ritva and others). 


Portico — AYTB3K: According to Rashi, this portico has no 
walls at all, as according to his understanding of Rav’s opinion, 
one may apply the principle: The edge of the roof descends 
and seals, to all four sides. Others say that this is a case of a 
portico with two or three complete walls (see Tosafot; Rabbi 
Aharon HaLevi). 


In a field - mypaa: This case takes place in a field and not in 

a deep valley, and its status in terms of the domains of Shab- 
bat is the subject of a dispute. Some say that it is a karmelit 
because the multitudes do not pass through it. Others say that 
the legal status of this field is that of the public domain (Ritva 

and others). Many of the later commentaries examine why the 

Gemara discusses the case of a portico in a field, as opposed 

to the more common case of a portico in a courtyard in which 

no joining of courtyards was established (see Emek Sukkot). 


A portico in a field - nypaa 17702X: If a portico with fewer 
than four complete walls stands in a field, which is a karmelit, 
the principle: The edge of the roof descends and seals, is ap- 
plied, provided that two adjacent walls are complete. There- 
fore, one may carry in the portico on Shabbat, in accordance 
with the opinion of Ray, as the halakha is ruled in accordance 
with his opinion in ritual matters (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
361:2, and in the comment of the Rema). 


A portico in a field - nyp YX: According to Tosafot, 
this is referring to a portico with two walls. The question is 
whether or not the principle: The edge of the roof descends 
and seals, applies to the other two walls. 


Portico with two walls 
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BACKGROUND 
Rav Kahana’s sukka — K373 27 na: Below are diagrams 
depicting Rav Kahana’s Tukka. In the first two diagrams, 
which depict one case, the sukka viewed from the outside 
ostensibly has only two walls; however, from the inside one 
is able to see one of the posts of the portico. Therefore, the 
sukka has a partial third wall. In the second two diagrams, 
which depict another case, the sukka seems from the inside 
to have only two walls; however, from the outside one can 
see the difference in the thickness of the sukka and portico 


walls. This width is considered a post for the portico. There- 


fore, this sukka also has a partial third wall. 


Visible from the inside 


Even from the outside 


Visible from the outside 


Even from the inside 
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When they disagree it is according to the opinion of Rav. Abaye 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Rav: The edge of the roof 
descends and seals both in the portico in the field and in the portico 
that one roofed as a sukka. And Rava could have said to you: Rav 
stated his opinion only there, with regard to a portico in the field, 
because the partitions formed by the descent of the edge of the roof 
are partitions established for the portico. However, here, in the 
case of a sukka, where the partitions formed by the descent of the 
edge of the roof are not partitions established for the portico, no, 
Rav would not say that the edge of the roof descends and seals. 


The Gemara cites another proof. We learned in the mishna: With 
regard to a courtyard that is surrounded on three sides by a porti- 
co, if there are four cubits beneath the unfit roofing, the sukka is 
unfit. The Gemara asks: And why is the sukka unfit? Let us say that 
the edge of the roof descends and seals, forming a fit partition at 
the point where the roofing of the sukka begins? 


Rava interpreted the mishna in accordance with the opinion of 
Abaye: It is a case where one equalized the level of its roofing, i.e., 
the roofing of the sukka with the level of the roof of the portico. Since 
the edge of the roof of the portico is not visible inside the sukka, the 
principle: The edge of the roof descends and seals, does not apply. 


In Sura, they would teach this halakha in that language cited above. 
In Pumbedita they would teach it differently: If one roofed a por- 
tico that does not have posts on its open side, everyone agrees that 

the sukka is unfit. In the case of a portico that has posts less than 

three handbreadths apart on its open side, Abaye said: The sukka is 

fit, and Rava said: The sukka is unfit. Abaye said: The sukka is fit, 
as we say that the principle of lavud applies here; the posts are joined 

and form a partition for both the portico and the sukka in the court- 
yard outside the portico. Rava said: The sukka is unfit, as we do not 

say that the principle of lavud forms a partition for the sukka. The 

Gemara concludes: And the halakha is ruled in accordance with 

the first version." 


The Gemara relates: Rav Ashi found Rav Kahana, who was placing 
roofing for a sukka atop a portico that did not have posts.” He said 
to him: Doesn’t the Master hold in accordance with that which 
Rava said: If it has posts, the sukka is fit; if it does not have posts 
it is unfit? How can you use this as a sukka? Rav Kahana showed 
him that in this sukka the disparity between the sukka and the 
portico was visible from the inside and even from the outside. 
From outside, the portico and the sukka appeared to be one con- 
tinuous structure. However, from inside, one of the walls of the 
portico was visibly thicker than the wall of the sukka, and that one 
handbreadth thickness serves as the third wall of the sukka. 


Alternatively, in this case that disparity was visible from the out- 
side and even from the inside." The exterior walls of the portico 
and of the sukka were not even. From the outside, it was plainly 
discernible that they were two separate structures. However, from 
the inside the sukka appeared to bea direct extension of the portico 
with no post protruding. In both cases, the protruding segment 
serves as the third wall of the sukka, which measures one hand- 
breadth, and the sukka is fit. 


NOTES 


And the halakha is ruled in accordance with the first version- the halakha, as it is an exception to the talmudic principle that 
Nap xara xno: The Gemara must emphasize that this is the halakha is in accordance with the second version cited. 


HALAKHA 


Visible from the outside and even from the inside - visible from only one side, i.e., inside or outside the alleyway 


09379 ME) ynan Tg: A post that protrudes from the side 
of the alleyway serves its halakhic function, even if it is 
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This distinction is as it was stated in the context of merging 
courtyards that open into an alleyway that is open on one side to 
allow carrying there on Shabbat, one must establish a side post 
on one side of its opening: Any object that protrudes and is vis- 
ible from outside the alleyway but is even with the wall on the 
inside’ of the alleyway has legal status ofa side post, since it can 
be discerned from the outside. And the provisions that apply to 
a side post in the case of merging of alleyways are the same as 
those that apply to posts in the case of sukka. Rav Kahana’s sukka 
was essentially a portico with a post, and was fit for use as a sukka. 


§ Itwas taught in the Tosefta: Fit roofing that consists of different 
kinds of agricultural waste products that extend from the 
sukka" has the legal status like that of the sukka. The Gemara 
asks: What is the meaning of: Waste products that extend from 
the sukka? Ulla said:® Branches that extend behind the sukka 
and are not limited to the area within the sukka walls. 


The Gemara asks: But don’t we require three walls to render an 
area covered with roofing a fit sukka? The Gemara answers: It is 
referring to a case where there are three walls. The two side walls 
of the sukka do not end at the middle wall between them; rather, 
they too extend behind the sukka, forming a second sukka. The 
Gemara asks: But don’t we require seven by seven handbreadths 
as the minimum area for fitness of a sukka? The Gemara answers: 
It is referring to a case where there is the requisite minimum area. 
The Gemara asks: But don’t we require that its shade exceeds 
its sunlight? The Gemara answers: It is referring to a case where 
there is more shade than sunlight. 


After noting that the sukka has three walls, the requisite area, and 

sufficient shade, the Gemara asks: If so, what purpose is there to 

state this halakha? The fact that this sukka extends from another 
is not relevant. The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, there is a 

novel element in this halakha. Lest you say that since, as evi- 
denced by the placement of the connecting middle wall, these 

walls were initially established for inside the original sukka" but 

not for outside the original sukka; and therefore you say no, the 

middle wall cannot be considered a wall for the additional sukka, 
Ulla teaches us that the initial intention is not relevant. 


Rabba and Rav Yosef’ both say with regard to the case in the 
Tosefta: Here, it is referring to a case with branches that extend 
before the front entrance of the sukka,” and one of the side 
walls extends together with the roofing. Lest you say that this 
extension does not have the minimum requisite size for the fit- 
ness of a sukka, in terms ofits area and number of walls, therefore, 


Ulla teaches us that it is fit because it is considered an extension 
of the sukka. 


Agricultural waste products that extend from the sukka - 
TDI pA KLINT bps: Fit roofing that extends beyond the cen- 
tral wall of the sukka renders the sukka fit, provided that it 
covers an area sufficient for a fit sukka; its shade exceeds its 
sunlight; and it is surrounded by three walls, although that 
central wall was not constructed to serve as the wall of the 
sukka formed outside the original sukka. This ruling is in ac- 
cordance with the baraita as explained by Ulla (Shu/han Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 631:6). 


Established for inside the original sukka — pay nnd: Ac- 
cording to Rashi and others, the Gemara here is referring to 
a wall established for the purpose of the interior of the sukka 
and not for the portion extending beyond it. The question 
arises: Why is this different from the halakha concerning the 
wall of a house and a portico? There, the wall established for 
the house can be used for the sukka; why not in this case 
as well? 

There is a distinction between the two cases, as the walls 
in the case of the house and the portico are permanent, 


Agricultural waste that extends out over the front of the 
sukka - 731B 23 xyi bps: If the roofing extends beyond 
the open side of the sukka and one of the side walls extends 
as well, at first glance it might seem that only that single wall 
is related to the roofing. Nevertheless, the other two walls 
are attributed to that roofing, and the legal status of the area 
beyond the original sukka is that of a sukka. This ruling is in 
accordance with the baraita as explained by Rabba and Rav 
Yosef (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 631:7). 


while the walls of a sukka are temporary and consequently 
may be considered walls only for their prescribed use (Ritva). 
Or, the distinction is that the wall of the house can serve 
as the wall of the portico as well because the portico is an 
entranceway to the house; the same cannot be said for the 
wall of the sukka with the extended walls (Penei Yehoshua). 
Others say that the discussion here does not pertain to the 
walls at all but to the branches used for the roofing, which 
were placed outside the sukka and not to provide shade 
(see Sefat Emet). 


x 


Visible from outside but even on the inside - mwy ynan 7K 
m3931: There are several opinions among the early authori- 
ties as to the exact meaning of this term. One relatively simple 
interpretation is depicted in the diagram. The side posts are 
positioned outside the alleyway. Consequently, they are visible 
to those outside the alleyway; however, to people on the inside 
they appear as continuations of the alleyway wall. 


Side posts visible only from the outside of the alleyway 


Ulla’s opinion - xy now: 


Side walls extend behind the sukka 


Rabba and Rav Yosef’s opinion - 9p? IN AII ww: 


One side wall extends past the entrance of the sukka 
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HALAKHA 

A sukka that has a minority that is unfit - 73 ww naD 
Wa iyxw vy: If there is more shade than sunlight | in 
the sukka as a whole, although in certain spots the sunlight 
exceeds the shade, it is fit. There are some who rule strin- 
gently in the case of a large sukka in which the particular spot 
where the sunlight exceeds the shade is the minimum size 
of a sukka, i.e., seven by seven handbreadths (Rema, citing 
Ran), in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan’s explanation of the 
baraita (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 631:2). 


Unfit roofing...in a small sukka — map nawa.. bps J: 
Unfit roofing that measures less than four handbreadths 
in a small sukka does not render the sukka unfit. One may 
even sleep beneath the unfit roofing, in accordance with 
the baraita as explained by Rabbi Abba (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 632:1). 


NOTES 
And one may sleep beneath it - vana mywn: Some explain 
that in this case, the space is sufficient for one’s head and 
most of his body (Ritva; Ran). Rabbi Aharon HaLevi explains 
that the Gemara is referring to space sufficient for placing 
one's head. 


That space combines, etc. -319W m: Some explain that 
one may sleep beneath empty space but not beneath unfit 
roofing (see geonim and Ritva). 
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Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The Tosefta 
was needed only to teach the case of a sukka where in its majority 
its shade exceeds its sunlight, and in its minority its sunlight 
exceeds its shade." Lest you say that since the extension lacks this 
basic requirement of a sukka, it is treated as if it were not there at 
all, and consequently the entire sukka should be rendered unfit 
due to that little area, therefore, Ulla teaches us that the entire 
area is one fit sukka. The Gemara asks: According to that under- 
standing of the Tosefta, what is the meaning of: Waste that extends 
from the sukka? It means that the roofing extends beyond the 
halakhic parameters for fitness of a sukka. It does not refer to a 
physical extension of the sukka. 


Rabbi Oshaya said: This Tosefta was needed only to teach the case 
of unfit roofing that measures less than three handbreadths in a 
small sukka." And what is the meaning of: Waste that extends 
from the sukka? It means that the roofing extends beyond the 
halakhic status of a fit sukka; it is not referring to a physical exten- 
sion of the sukka. Nevertheless, it does not render the entire sukka 
unfit. 


Rav Hoshaya strongly objects to this: What is the novel element 
in this Tosefta? Let the status of unfit roofing be only as strict as 
the status of empty space. And does space measuring less than 
three handbreadths in a small sukka render the entire sukka 
unfit? If less than three handbreadths of space, which has a strin- 
gent measure for rendering the sukka unfit, does not render the 
sukka unfit, clearly the same measure of unfit roofing does not 
render the sukka unfit. 


Rabbi Abba said to him: There is a distinction between unfit roof- 
ing and empty space. This unfit roofing combines with the fit 
roofing to compose the requisite measure. And one may even sleep 
beneath it," since the unfit roofing is nullified by the majority of 
fit roofing and completely incorporated into it. However, that 
space, although it too combines" with the fit roofing to comprise 
the requisite measure of the sukka, one may not sleep beneath it, 
as it is not transformed into fit roofing. Therefore, there is a novel 
element in the explanation of Rabbi Hoshaya as well. 


The Gemara questions this contention. Is there any item that 
combines with other items to engender fitness, but the item itself 
is not fit? Rabbi Yitzhak ben Elyashiv said: Yes, that model exists 
in other areas of halakha as well. 


The case of mortar that is liquid and can be poured proves that 
there are situations where items that themselves are unfit render 
other items fit, as, on the one hand, it combines with water to 
complete the requisite measure of forty sea’ to render a ritual 
bath fit to purify. But, on the other hand, one who immerses in 
a bath filled only with mortar, the immersion does not fulfill 
his obligation. 


NOTES 


Forty se‘a — Ab DYN: By Torah law, a ritually impure person 
or object can ‘be purified only through immersion in spring 
water or in a ritual bath. Many natural bodies of water qualify 
as ritual baths e.g., the sea and certain rivers and ponds. A 


ritual bath must contain at least forty sea, 330 2, of water, 


accumulated naturally and not collected in vessels. The mishna 
in tractate Mikvaot, which deals with the halakhot of ritual baths, 
e.g., how they are constructed and what disqualifies them, 
teaches that other liquids can be substituted for some of the 
water in specific circumstances. 
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of circular hut,’ with no roof whose walls 
slope down from the center or who rested the sukka against the 
wall,™ by taking long branches and placing one end on the ground 
and leaning the other end against the wall to establish a structure 
with no roof, Rabbi Eliezer deems it unfit because it does not have 
a roof,“ and the Rabbis deem it fit; as, in their opinion, the roof 
and the walls may be a single entity, indistinguishable from each 
other. 


G E M ARA It was taught in a baraita: Rabbi Eliezer 


concedes that if one lifted one of these 
types of sukkot off the ground at least one handbreadth,’ thereby 
creating a vertical wall, or if one distanced the sukka resting against 
the wall one handbreadth from the wall, the sukka is fit. In these 
cases, the difference between the wall and the roof is conspicuous. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of the Rab- 
bis, who deem a sukka fit even where it is an inclined roof rather 
than a flat one? The Gemara answers: In their opinion, the legal 
status of the incline of a tent is like that of a tent. As long as it 
provides shelter, there is no need for a distinct, conspicuous roof 
for it to be a fit sukka. 


It is related: Abaye found Rav Yosef, his teacher, who was sleeping 
inside a netted bridal canopy, whose netting inclines down, inside 
a sukka. Ostensibly, Rav Yosef did not fulfill his obligation, as he 
slept in the tent formed by the canopy and not directly in the sukka. 
Abaye said to him: In accordance with whose opinion do you hold, 
that you do not consider this netting a tent? Is itin accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who maintains that a structure with- 
out a distinct roof does not have the legal status of a tent, and there- 
fore the netting does not constitute a barrier between the roofing 
of the sukka and the person sleeping below? Did you abandon the 
opinion of the Rabbis, who maintain that the netting constitutes a 
barrier because the legal status of a structure without a distinct roof 
is that of a tent, and act in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer? In disputes between an individual Sage and multiple Sages, 
the halakha is in accordance with the multiple Sages, i.e., the Rabbis. 


Rav Yosef said to him: In the baraita, the opposite is taught. Rab- 
bi Eliezer deems it fit and the Rabbis deem it unfit. Abaye asked 
him: Did you abandon the mishna, whose formulation is authori- 
tative, and act in accordance with a baraita, which may not be 
accurate? 


NOTES ~ 


Rested the sukka against the wall — Dnia) FIDH DID: Some 
say that this wall must measure seventeen handbreadths, in- 
cluding the required handbreadth from the wall; ten hand- 
breadths for the wall and seven for the roof (Rabbi Aharon 
HaLevi; Ritva; Meiri). Others say that beyond the ten hand- 
breadths height of the inclined wall, the interior of the sukka 
must extend seven handbreadths from the wall (Tosafot; Rosh; 
Tur). Others say that as long as the sukka reaches a height of 
ten handbreadths, that is sufficient, provided that the width 
on the ground is seven handbreadths (see Kesef Mishne and 
Biur HaGra on the Shulhan Arukh). Alternatively, perhaps one 
may calculate the total volume of this sukka, including the 
section where the roof is lower than ten handbreadths; if the 


A sukka without a roof — 33 xb mar: A sukka that lacks a 
roof, e.g., a sukka that is circular or whose walls rest against 
a vertical wall, is unfit. However, if the sukka has a roof that 
measures a single handbreadth, or if one raises the walls a 
single handbreadth off the ground, the sukka is fit. This rul- 
ing is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef, who had a 
variant reading of the mishna. In his version, the opinions are 
reversed, so that this opinion is actually the majority opinion. 
Some say that it is not sufficient to have the wall elevated one 


= HALAKHA 


volume of this sukka equals the volume of a standard sukka, 
which is seven by seven handbreadths by ten handbreadths 
high, then it is fit (Bah). 


Because it does not have a roof — 33 ay px nan: The fact 
that an inclined roof may render a sukka Unfit because it does 
not have the status of a roof does not contradict the principle 
that the legal status of the incline of a tent is like that of a tent. 
Although that principle is applied in other areas of halakha, the 
sukka requires a more significant roof, so that it will resemble a 
residence (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi). Apparently, that is the reason 
that the Meiri said that one should not build his sukka with a 
circular roof, even if it has full-fledged walls. 


handbreadth off the ground; rather this single handbreadth 
must be part of either the wall or the roofing (Rema, citing 
Rosh, who cited Rabbeinu Yitzhak and Rambam). The sukka 
must be seven by seven handbreadths and ten handbreadths 
high (Rema, citing Tur). Additionally, the portion of the wall 
above the ten-handbreadth line must be made of material fit 
for roofing, in which case it is permitted even to sleep beneath 
it (Rema, citing Ran and Rabbeinu Yeruham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 631:10). 
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-BACKGROUND 
A sukka like a type of circular hut — pry 23 1310: Teepees 
traditionally used by nomadic tribes of the Great Plains in 
the United States exemplify this kind of structure. 


Teepee 


Rested it against a wall — bmisd Aa: 


Leaning sukka 


One lifted it...one handbreadth — nav...71737: 


Leaning sukka, raised slightly 
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The mishna is an individual version of the dispute — 
NOT APMP praa: According to this understanding, the 


version in this mishna is not the 


result of the fact that 


the redactor of the Mishna, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi ruled 
in accordance with this opinion. Rather, he simply found 
a mishna edited according to the opinion of Rabbi Natan 


and incorporated it in the Mishna 


A large mat of reeds - ain Dy? 
ant reading of the text: A reed ma 


Emek Sukkot). 


nbsa: There is a vari- 
and a large mat. Both 


are typically used as roofing. A large mat is presumably 
designed for roofing while a reed mat is hard and uncom- 


fortable, and therefore undesirable 


or the purpose of lying 


down (Tosefot Rid; see Melekhet Shlomo). 


Large and small mats — maup nhin: The Ran explains that 


the word small is referring to a ma 


appropriate for sleep- 


ing, while anything larger is referred to as large. 
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Rav Yosef said to him: I have proof that the formulation of this 
particular baraita is precise, as the formulation of the mishna is an 
individual version of the dispute," and most of the Sages adopt the 
version of the baraita, as it is taught in another baraita: One who 
establishes his sukka like a type of circular hut or rests the sukka 
against the wall, Rabbi Natan says that Rabbi Eliezer deems the 
structure unfit because it does not have a roof, and the Rabbis 
deem it fit. Apparently, the mishna reflects only Rabbi Natan’s ver- 
sion of the argument. According to most of the Sages, the correct 
formulation of the dispute is that of the baraita: Rabbi Eliezer deems 
it fit and the Rabbis deem it unfit. The halakha in in accordance with 
the latter version of the dispute, and therefore it is permitted to sleep 
inside a bridal canopy in a sukka. 


MI S HNA In the case of a large mat of reeds," if one 


initially produced it for the purpose of lying 
upon it, itis susceptible to ritual impurity like any other vessel, and 
therefore one may not roof a sukka with it. If one initially produced 
it for roofing, one may roof a sukka with it, and it is not suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity, as its legal status is not that of a vessel. 
Rabbi Eliezer says that the distinction between mats is based on 
use, not size. Therefore, with regard to both a small mat and a large 
mat, if one produced it for the purpose of lying upon it, it is sus- 
ceptible to ritual impurity and one may not roof a sukka with it. 
If one produced it for roofing, one may roof a sukka with it, and it 
is not susceptible to ritual impurity. 


C E M A RA The Gemara analyzes the formulation of the 


mishna and raises a difficulty. This mishna 
itself is difficult, as it contains an apparent contradiction. On the 
one hand, you said: If one produced it for the purpose of lying 
upon it, it is susceptible to ritual impurity and one may not roof 
a sukka with it. The reason it is unfit for roofing is due to the fact 
that one produced it specifically for the purpose of lying upon it. 
Presumably, a mat produced without designation is for roofing, 
and therefore one may roof a sukka with it. 


And then it is taught in the mishna: If one produced it for roofing, 
one may roof a sukka with it, and it is not susceptible to ritual 
impurity. The reason it is fit roofing is due to the fact that one 
produced it specifically for roofing. This implies that a mat that one 
produced without designation is presumably for the purpose of 
lying upon it, and therefore one may not roof a sukka with it. The 
inferences drawn from these two clauses in the mishna about a mat 
produced without designation contradict each other. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here, in the first clause 
of the mishna, it is referring to a large mat, which is typically not 
produced for the purpose of lying upon it. Therefore, it is unfit for 
roofing only if it is produced specifically for the purpose of lying 
upon it. If it is produced without designation, it is presumably for 
roofing, and one may roof a sukka with it. There, in the second clause 
of the mishna, it is referring to a small mat," which is typically not 
produced for roofing. Therefore, one may roof a sukka with it only 
if it is produced specifically for roofing. If it is produced without 
designation, it is presumably for the purpose of lying upon it, and 
one may not roofa sukka with it. 


The Gemara notes: Granted, according to the Rabbis this is not 
difficult; as the above distinction resolves the apparent contradic- 
tion in the mishna. However, according to Rabbi Eliezer, the con- 
tradiction remains difficult, as we learned in a mishna that Rabbi 
Eliezer says: With regard to both a small mat and a large mat, if 
one produced it for the purpose of lying upon it, it is susceptible 
to ritual impurity and one may not roof a sukka with it. The reason 
it is unfit for roofing is due to the fact that one produced it specifi- 
cally for the purpose of lying upon it. This implies that a mat that 
one produced without designation is presumably for roofing, and 
therefore one may roof a sukka with it. 
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And say that in the latter clause of the mishna, where Rabbi 
Eliezer continues: If one produced it for roofing, one may roof 
a sukka with it and it is not susceptible to ritual impurity," the 
reason it is fit roofing is due to the fact that one produced it 
specifically for roofing. However, by inference, a mat that one 
produced without designation is presumably for the purpose 
of lying upon it, and therefore one may not roof a sukka with it. 
The inferences drawn from these two clauses in the mishna 
contradict each other. The resolution cited above cannot resolve 
the contradiction according to Rabbi Eliezer, as he does not 
distinguish between a large mat and a small mat. 


Rather, Rava said: The above resolution is rejected. With re- 
gard to a large mat, everyone agrees that if it was produced 
without designation, presumably it is for roofing. Where they 
disagree, is with regard to a small mat: The first tanna holds 
that a small mat produced without designation is presumably 
for the purpose of lying upon it, and Rabbi Eliezer holds that 
a small mat produced without designation is also presumably 
for roofing." 


And this is what the mishna is saying: With regard to a large 
mat? of reeds, if one produced it for the purpose of lying upon 
it, it is susceptible to ritual impurity, and one may not roof a 
sukka with it. The reason is that one produced it specifically for 
the purpose of lying upon it; however, by inference, a mat that 
one produced without designation becomes as a mat pro- 
duced for roofing, and one may roof a sukka with it. With re- 
gard to a small mat of reeds, if one produced it for roofing, one 
may roof a sukka with it. The reason is that one produced it 
specifically for roofing; however, by inference, a mat that one 
produced without designation becomes as a mat produced for 
the purpose of lying upon it, and one may not roof a sukka with 
it. And Rabbi Eliezer comes to say that both a small mat and 
a large one produced without designation are fit for roofing. 


Abaye said to him: If so, if their dispute is only with regard to a 
small mat, then instead of saying: Rabbi Eliezer says: Both a 
small mat and a large mat, the mishna needed to say: Both a 
large mat and a small mat." In a phrase with the format: Both 
this and that, one typically mentions the more obvious item first. 
Why then, does Rabbi Eliezer mention the small mat first, if it 
is with regard to the small mat that they disagree? 


And furthermore, there is proof that when they disagree, it is 
with regard to a large mat, and Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion is a 
stringency and not a leniency, as it is taught in a baraita: In the 
case of a reed mat, with a large mat one may roof a sukka. Rab- 
bi Eliezer says: If it is not susceptible to ritual impurity, one 
may roof his sukka with it. Apparently, Rabbi Eliezer holds that 
without designation, one may not roof his sukka with a large mat. 


Rather, Rav Pappa said: Rava’s proposed resolution is rejected. 
Rather, with regard to a small mat, everyone agrees that if it 
was produced without designation, presumably it is for the 
purpose of lying upon it. When they disagree, is with regard 
to a large mat: The first tanna holds that a large mat produced 
without designation is presumably for roofing, and Rabbi 
Eliezer holds that a large mat produced without designation 
is also presumably for the purpose of lying upon it. 
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HALAKHA 


A mat with regard to ritual impurity - paw nbyma 
memiv: A mat designed for the purpose of lying upon 
it is susceptible to ritual impurity, with the exception of 
certain very specific types. A mat designed for roofing 
is not susceptible to ritual impurity. In the case of a mat 
that has no designation, if it is large it is presumably for 
roofing and not susceptible to ritual impurity; and if it is 
small it is presumably for the purpose of lying upon it 
and susceptible to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 25:13). 


A mat with regard to roofing a sukka — pas nbyna 
P2: Small mats made of reeds, straw, or bulrushes may 
not be used to roof a sukka, since they are typically used 
for the purpose of lying upon them. However, if a mat of 
this sort was designated for use as roofing, then it is fit 
roofing. According to the Rema, based on the Rosh, that 
is the halakha in a place where most people in that place 
use a mat of that kind for roofing. If it is large, one may 
roof a sukka with it, as roofing is its typical use. However, 
if it was designated for the purpose of lying upon it, it is 
unfit roofing. The Rema understands this, too, as referring 
toa place where it is typically used for the purpose of lying 
upon it. This halakha is in accordance with the response 
of Rav Pappa and the opinion of the unattributed mishna 
in the dispute with Rabbi Eliezer (Shu/han Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 629:6). 


BACKGROUND 


Mats - nibyna: Mats in general are woven from different 
types of reeds. There are types of mats that differ in their 
materials, processing, and use. 

The coarsest mats were produced from complete reed 
stems tied together with string or rope. These were used 
primarily as partitions or roofing, but not for the purpose 
of lying upon them. Somewhat finer mats were produced 
from woven papyrus reeds, often after splitting the reeds 
into their component parts. These would only rarely be 
used for the purpose of lying upon them. Other mats were 
woven from strips produced from the inner section of the 
papyrus reed. Sometimes these strips would be spun into 
a type of thread, and use these in the small mats. These 
mats were soft and were typically used for sitting and 
lying upon them. 


NOTES 

The mishna needed to say both a large mat and a small 
mat- > yaya mep nox Adina nme: When the Gemara 
cites a tanna saying: Both this and that, likening the hal- 
akhot or properties of two items, the order is significant. 
Typically, the more obvious matter is cited first, followed 
by the more novel element. There are exceptions to this 
rule, e.g., when the Sage making the statement is continu- 
ing a statement made previously by another Sage (see 
Tosafot) or when chronological or other considerations 
call for a different sequence. 
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HALAKHA 


Any item that becomes ritually impure by treading also 
becomes ritually impure with impurity imparted by a 
corpse — NA KAY KAVA DITA KAVIT bs: A significant prin- 
ciple is that anything susceptible to ritual impurity imparted 
by treading is susceptible to ritual impurity imparted by a 
corpse and all other types of impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 


Hilkhot Kelim 23:1). 


NOTES 


Even with impurity imparted by treading - D112 4x: Not 
all objects are equally susceptible to all forms of ritual im- 
purity. This is determined either by Torah decree or based 


on the type of impurity. Ritual impurity imparted by 


tread- 


ing is one of those categories to which not all objects are 


susceptible. In order to become impure with this im 


purity, 


the vessel must be designated primarily for treading, sitting, 


or lying upon it. If that is not its primary designation, i 
not become a primary source of ritual impurity by me 


does 
ans of 


impurity imparted by treading, but it assumes first-d 


legree 


ritual impurity status by means of contact with the zav. 
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What, then, is the meaning of: If one produced it for the purpose 
of lying upon it, that Rabbi Eliezer states? This is what he is saying: 
Making mats without designation is also for the purpose of lying 
upon it, until one makes it specifically for roofing. 


§ The Sages taught in the Tosefta: In the case ofa mat [mahatzelet] 
woven of papyrus’ or bulrushes,’ if it is a large mat, one may roof 
a sukka with it, as it is not typically produced for the purpose of 
lying upon it. If it is a small mat, one may not roof a sukka with it, 
as it is typically produced for the purpose of lying upon it. How- 
ever, with regard to a mat produced of ordinary reeds or reeds 
specifically used for plaiting, if the mat is plaited with a large, 
coarse weave, one may roof a sukka with it, as it was certainly not 
produced for the purpose of lying upon it. If it is woven with a small, 
fine weave, one may not roof the sukka with it, as typically mats of 
this sort are woven only for the purpose of lying upon them. 


Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, said in the name of his 
father: Both with this plaited mat and with that woven mat, one 
may roofa sukka, as without specific designation otherwise they are 
not produced for the purpose of lying upon them, and therefore 
they are ritually pure. And likewise, Rabbi Dosa would say in 
accordance with his statement. 


We learned in a mishna there: All types of hotzalot can become 
ritually impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. Since their 
legal status is that of a vessel, they become a primary source of rit- 
ual impurity. This is the statement of Rabbi Dosa. And the Rabbis 
say: They become impure with the impurity imparted by treading. 
If a zav lies or sits on one of the hotzalot, they become a primary 
source of ritual impurity, like a chair or bed of a zav. 


The Gemara asks: Impurity imparted by treading, yes; impurity 
imparted by a corpse, no? But didn’t we learn in a mishna: Any 
item that becomes ritually impure with impurity imparted by 
treading also becomes ritually impure with other types of impu- 
rity, including impurity imparted bya corpse," although the reverse 
is not necessarily so. The opinion of the Rabbis is difficult. The 
Gemara explains: Emend the mishna and say: They become ritu- 
ally impure even with the impurity imparted by treading.’ These 
mats are not merely nondescript vessels, which become primary 
sources of ritual impurity through exposure to a corpse, they are 
vessels designated for sitting and lying upon them, and therefore 
they also become primary sources of ritual impurity if a zav sits or 
lies upon them. 


BACKGROUND 
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Papyrus [shifa] - ma»: According to Rashi's identification, the 
Hebrew word shifa might refer to the papyrus sedge plant, Cype- 
rus papyrus L., which grows in streams and swamps and is used 
in various industries. Its outer, harder section was traditionally 
used in the weaving of mats, while paper was manufactured 
from its inner part in ancient Egypt and other countries. These 
soft, inner parts were also converted into strips with which 
objects could be tied or which were occasionally used to ban- 
dage wounds. 


Papyrus sedge 


Bulrushes [gemi] — "128: Rashi’s translation of this word into the 
Old French jonc refers to the rush family. Here, gemi may be 
referring to the spiny rush, Juncus acutus, which grows through- 
out Europe and the Middle East. The spiny rush thrives in both 
wet and dry soil and can grow up to 150 cm in length. It has 
hard, long, cylindrical leaves that can be quite sharp. Bulrushes 
have long been used for animal fodder and for weaving mats 
and baskets. 


Spiny rush 
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The Gemara asks about the term used in the mishna: What is 
the meaning of hotzalot? Rav Avdimi bar Hamduri said: They 
are marzovelei. The Gemara is unfamiliar with the term and asks: 
What is the meaning of marzovelei? Rabbi Abba said: They 
are called mezablei" in Babylonia. They are leather sacks used by 
shepherds to feed their animals. Shepherds place them under their 
heads when lying down. Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish says: Hotzalot 
are a different term for actual mats. 


The Gemara notes: And Reish Lakish follows his line of reason- 
ing stated elsewhere, as Reish Lakish said: I am the atonement 
for’ Rabbi Hiyya and his sons,’ as initially, when some of 
the Torah laws were forgotten from the Jewish people in Eretz 
Yisrael, Ezra ascended from Babylonia and reestablished the 
forgotten laws. Parts of the Torah were again forgotten in Eretz 
Yisrael, and Hillel the Babylonian ascended and reestablished 
the forgotten sections. When parts of the Torah were again for- 
gotten in Eretz Yisrael, Rabbi Hiyya and his sons ascended and 
reestablished the forgotten sections." This expression of defer- 
ence toward Rabbi Hiyya introduces the halakha that Reish 
Lakish is citing in his name. And so said Rabbi Hiyya and his 
sons: Rabbi Dosa and the Rabbis did not disagree concerning 
the soft mats of Usha, 


NOTES 


Mezablei - Hann: Some explain that these are mats woven like 
narrow curtains that are subsequently attached (Arukh). Others 
explain that these are used by shepherds, who occasionally 
roll them up and place them under their heads (Rabbi Aharon 
HaLevi; see Rashi). 


| am the atonement for — m3 Yy: The expression means: 

| accept upon myself the afflictions of so-and-so (Arukh). This 
expression is customarily used for the twelve months follow- 
ing the death of one’s father or teacher. Reish Lakish, however, 
out of great devotion, continued to do so although years had 

already passed since the death of Rabbi Hiyya (Rav Ya'akov 
Emden). 


Ascended and reestablished the forgotten sections — „by 
gon: Rashi explained that they did not forget the whole 
Torah. Rather, they forgot certain halakhot, and these Sages 
came and reestablished them. This explanation avoids the 
question of what Torah Rabbi Hiyya and his sons reestablished 
in Eretz Yisrael when Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, in whom there was 


Rabbi Hiyya and his sons — 331 xm 927: Rabbi Hiyya ben 
Abba from the city of Kafri in Babylonia was among the last 
tanna‘im. Rabbi Hiyya descended from a family of distin- 
guished lineage that traced its ancestry back to King David 
and produced many prominent Sages. While he was still in 
Babylonia, Rabbi Hiyya was considered a Torah luminary. When 
he came to Eretz Yisrael, he became a disciple and a colleague 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who redacted the Mishna and with 
whom he hada very close relationship. He was especially close 
to Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who was also 
his business partner. Rabbi Hiyya was among the prominent 
Torah scholars in his generation and was the right-hand man 
of his nephew Rav, who, although he was known as the Rabbi 
of all of Israel, received certain traditions from Rabbi Hiyya. 

In addition to his prominence as a Torah scholar, Rabbi 
Hiyya was outstanding in his piety, as reflected in several an- 
ecdotes throughout the Talmud. His most significant project 
was the redaction he did with his disciple-colleague, Rabbi 
Oshaya, of an anthology of external mishnayot to comple- 
ment the Mishna. Their anthology was considered to be most 
authoritative, to the point that it was said that any baraita 


PERSONALITIES 


a combination of Torah and greatness not seen since the days 
of Moses, lived there. If the discussion is restricted to certain 
halakhot whose traditions were unclear in Eretz Yisrael, the 
comment of the Gemara is more easily understood (Ritva). 

Alternatively, one could suggest that Rabbi Hiyya and his 
sons disseminated Torah in Eretz Yisrael to prevent it from 
being forgotten in the first place (Ritva). Another possibility is 
hat with each wave of immigration, the Sages brought with 
hem novel elements and approaches from Babylonia. Ezra 
reestablished the study of the oral tradition, that suffered in 
Eretz Yisrael and thrived in Babylonia with the exile of the elite, 
eleven years prior to the destruction of the first Temple; Hillel 
brought with him innovative Talmudic methodology; and 
Rabbi Hiyya and his sons introduced the study of baraitot to 
augment study of the Mishna (Arukh LaNer). Others explained 
hat Rabbi Hiyya brought the principles of halakhic ruling from 
Babylonia. In addition, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi forgot much of his 
earning due to illness, and Rabbi Hiyya reviewed it with him 
and reminded him. 


that was not reviewed by them is unfit to enter the study hall. 
Some believe that he edited the Josefta. Apparently, upon his 
arrival in Eretz Yisrael, he received financial support from the 
house of the Nasi; however, his primary livelihood was from 
international trade, primarily of silk. 

He had twin daughters, Pazi and Tavi, who were the matri- 
archs of distinguished families of Torah scholars. He also had 
twin sons: Yehuda, son-in-law of Rabbi Yannai, and Hizkiya. 
Both were among the leading Torah scholars in the transitional 
generation between tanna‘im and amora’im, and they appar- 
ently replaced him at the head of his private yeshiva in the city 
of his residence, Tiberias. All of the students of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi were his friends, and he was close with the tanna 
Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta. The younger students of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi: Rabbi Hanina, Rabbi Oshaya, Rabbi Yannai, and 
others, studied Torah from him and were, to a certain degree, 
his students as well. His primary disciples were his brothers’ 
sons, Rabba bar Hana, and above all, the great amora, Rav. He 
also appears as a central character in the Zohar. Rabbi Hiyya 
was buried in Tiberias, and his two sons were later buried 
beside him. 
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NOTES 
That has an upturned edge - x52 mb x3: This up- 
turned edge, regardless of its size, turns the mat into a 
wooden receptacle, which is a vessel susceptible to ritual 
impurity. Therefore, there is no need to ascertain whether 
or not the mat is designated for sitting upon it, as it is 
unfit for roofing in any case. 


Upturned edge [gedanpa] — a313: This is the Aramaic 
translation of the Hebrew misgeret, meaning rim or frame. 
Its primary root is gpa, meaning side or wing. 


Covers for vats of ale — %mN3: See Tosafot. Apparently, 
there is a distinction between mats that are used tem- 
porarily as covers and those initially designated as covers 
for vessels. The latter are considered part of that vessel 
(see Arukh LaNer). 


HALAKHA 
Mats that have edges - naw aig ww niby: Any mat 
that has an upturned edge is rendered a receptacle and 
may not be used in roofing the sukka, even if the edge is 
subsequently turned down. This ruling is in accordance 
with the conclusion of the Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 629:6). 


LANGUAGE 


Sacks [gulkei] - ona: From the Middle Persian guwalak, 
which means sack. 
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that they can become ritually impure, even with impurity imparted 
by treading, as those mats are produced for the purpose of lying upon 
them. And they also agreed concerning the coarse mats of Tiberias, 
that they are ritually pure, as these are produced exclusively for use 
in partitions and for roofing. Concerning what mats do they dis- 
agree? It is concerning the mats produced in the rest of the places. 
One Sage, i.e., the Rabbis, holds: Since there is no one who sits on 
these mats regularly, they are comparable to the mats of Tiberias and 
are pure. And one Sage, Rabbi Hiyya, holds that since it happens and 
one sits on them on occasion, they are comparable to the mats of 
Usha and are impure. 


The Gemara analyzes the mishna cited above. The Master said: All 
types of hotzalot can become ritually impure with impurity im- 
parted by a corpse; this is the statement of Rabbi Dosa. Apparently, 
they are all considered vessels, which is why they are susceptible to 
ritual impurity and one may not roof the sukka with them. The Ge- 
mara asks: But wasn’t it taught in the baraita: And likewise, Rabbi 
Dosa would say in accordance with his statement, i.e., in accordance 
with the statement of Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi Yosei, in the name 
of his father, that all types of mats are ritually pure, and one may roof 
a sukka with them? Don't these two sources contradict each other? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This mishna is referring to 
a mat that has an upturned edge," which renders the mat a vessel 
susceptible to ritual impurity. That baraita is referring to a mat that 
does not have an upturned edge [gedanpa];" therefore, it is not a 
vessel and is not susceptible to impurity. 


The Gemara raises an objection: Hotzalot made of papyrus, or of 
bulrushes, or of sackcloth produced out of goat hair, or of horsehair, 
all of which are woven and comfortable, can become ritually impure 
with the impurity imparted by a corpse but not with the impurity 
imparted by treading, because while they are considered vessels, they 
are not designated for sitting; this is the statement of Rabbi Dosa. 
And the Rabbis say: They do become ritually impure, even with the 
impurity imparted by treading. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said that 
hotzalot are sacks called marzovelei, there is no problem. The reason- 
ing of the one who holds that they do not become impure with impu- 
rity imparted by treading is that they are not designated for sitting. 
However, since they are vessels, they become impure with impurity 
imparted by a corpse. And for what are these vessels used? The vessels 
made of papyrus and of bulrushes are fit to be used as a fruit basket, 
and the ones made of sackcloth and of horsehair are fit to be used as 
small sacks [gulkei]' and baskets for legumes and small fruits, because 
their weave is finer. However, according to the one who said that 
hotzalot are actual mats without upturned edges, what is the basis for 
the dispute? These mats are fit only for the purpose of lying upon them. 
Granted, the mats made of sackcloth, of goat hair, or of horsehair are 
fit for use as screens and flour sifters. However, the mats of papyrus 
and of bulrushes, for what use are they fit? The Gemara answers: 
They are fit for use as covers for vats of ale." 


Some say a different version of this exchange: Granted, according to 
the one who said that hotzalot are actual mats, then the mats of pa- 
pyrus and of bulrushes are fit to be used as covers for vats of ale, 
while those of sackcloth, i.e., goat hair, and of horsehair may be used 
as screens or sifters. However, according to the one who said that 
the hotzalot are sacks called marzovelei, what is the basis of their dis- 
pute? Granted, sacks made of sackcloth and of horsehair are fit to 
be used as small baskets and sacks; but for what are mats of papyrus 
or of bulrushes fit; why are they susceptible to ritual impurity? The 
Gemara answers: They are fit to be used as a fruit basket. 
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It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Hananya said: When I de- 
scended to the exile of Babylonia, I found one Elder, who said to 
me: One may roof the sukka with a mat. When I returned to Eretz 
Yisrael and came to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya, the brother of 
my father, and related to him what the Elder said, he agreed with 
his statement. Rav Hisda said: That applies only to a mat that does 
not have an upturned edge and is not fit for any use other than for 
roofing. 


Ulla said: These mats of the residents of Mehoza, if not for their 
wall, i.e., upturned edge, one would be permitted to roof a sukka 
with them. That opinion is also taught in a baraita: One may roof 
the sukka with a mat; and if they have a wall, one may not roof a 
sukka with them because the upturned edge renders it a receptacle 
susceptible to ritual impurity. 
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This chapter summarized most of the halakhot relating to the sukka itself and its 
construction: Its structure, its dimensions, the materials with which it is constructed, 
and the manner in which it is constructed. 


In terms of the height of the sukka, there are two significant parameters. A sukka may 
be no less than ten handbreadths high and no more than twenty cubits high. With 
regard to its area, the sukka may be no less than seven by seven handbreadths. There 
is no upper limit for its area. 


A sukka may be square, round, or any other shape, as long as its walls and roof are 
distinct. With regard to a square sukka, a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai 
says that there must be at least two full-fledged walls that extend the full length of 
the sukka and a third wall that is at least one handbreadth long. There was extensive 
discussion with regard to a sukka whose walls are incomplete, as two of the walls 
must be actual, conspicuous walls and not merely symbolic walls. Therefore, it was 
necessary to define what is considered a wall for the purposes of a sukka. 


The essence of a sukka is its roofing. While the walls may consist of any material, 
provided that they are sturdy and support the roofing, the roofing must consist 
of material that grows from the ground and is no longer connected to the ground 
when placed on the sukka and that is not susceptible to ritual impurity. The Sages 
were stringent with regard to the latter criterion; they prohibited not only the use of 
complete vessels, but also the use of broken vessels, even though once broken they 
are no longer susceptible to impurity. Similarly, they prohibited the use of certain 
objects, e.g., mats, even though their status with regard to becoming ritually impure 
is indeterminate. 


Even in terms of its construction, the roofing is the essence of the sukka. Although 
halakhically, the construction of a sukka has no set time, and one is not required to 
have specific intention when building it, there is a principle that applies here and 
in other areas of halakha: Prepare it, and not from that which is already prepared, 
which requires one to place the roofing after the walls are already standing and to 
do so with the express intent of using it as roofing. This halakha invalidates a sukka 
whose roofing was placed on a structure for a purpose other than roofing the sukka 
and subsequently declared that it is roofing for a sukka. 


The halakha is that a sukka may be constructed anywhere, on public or private prop- 
erty. However, in addition to being properly constructed, a sukka must be fit for use. 
Therefore, one may construct a sukka neither beneath another sukka, nor beneath a 
tree or a house. 


The details of these halakhot as well as other halakhot of sukka, e.g., the halakha of 
a curved wall, were elucidated in this chapter. In addition, several other areas of 
halakha were discussed as they relate to fundamental issues of sukka. 


Summary of 
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In sukkot shall you reside seven days; all the homeborn 
in Israel shall reside in sukkot. 
(Leviticus 23:42) 


So the people went forth, and brought them, and made 
themselves sukkot, every one upon the roof of his house, 
and in their courts, and in the courts of the House of 
God, and in the broad place of the water gate, and 
in the broad place of the gate of Ephraim. And all 
the congregation of them that came back out of the 
captivity made sukkot, and resided in the sukkot; as 
since the days of Joshua bin Nun until that day had 
not the children of Israel done so. And there was very 
great gladness. 

(Nehemiah 8:16-17) 


The Torah commands the children of Israel to reside in a sukka for seven days. This 
chapter deals primarily with defining the phrase: Shall you reside. What are the 
nature and parameters of this residence? 


Here too, this question includes several aspects. One is the duration of this residence. 
When is one obligated to reside in the sukka? Is it only during the day, or is it at night 
as well? Must one stay in the sukka throughout the day, or is the obligation restricted 
to specific times? 


Another question concerns the essence of this residence. Is the mitzva simply to 
reside in the sukka, or is one obligated to eat and sleep there as well? If the latter, are 
there objective measures that characterize eating, drinking, and sleeping that must 
be performed in the sukka, or are these determined by the desires of each individual? 


In addition, who is obligated to fulfill the mitzva? Are all Jewish men, women, and 
children obligated to reside in the sukka, or is the mitzva incumbent only on certain 
individuals? Is the obligation in effect throughout the Festival without exceptions, 
or only under certain conditions? 


Others questions arise with regard to the manner of this residence. Must one sit in 
the sukka without any barriers or obstructions between him and the roofing of the 
sukka, so that it is clear that he is residing in the sukka? Or in the interest of comfort, 
may one place a barrier between himself and the roofing? In particular, may one cover 
himself or cover the sukka, or does putting any barrier between him and the roofing 
prevent fulfillment of the mitzva in its fullest sense? 


When the mitzva of residence in the sukka is analyzed, it leads to different conclu- 
sions with regard to the manner in which the sukka is constructed and its basic 
structure. The question is whether in order to fulfill the mitzva, one must reside in 
a sukka that will be fit for residence for the entire Festival, or whether it is sufficient 
that the sukka is fit for residence at the moment in question and its status throughout 
the rest of the Festival is irrelevant. 


Resolving the fundamental problems with regard to residence in the sukka and the 
peripheral problems that stem from questions about preparing the structure of the 
sukka is the focus of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
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MI S HNA One who sleeps beneath the bed in the 

sukka™ did not fulfill his obligation, be- 
cause the bed constitutes a tent that serves as a barrier between 
him and the roofing of the sukka. Rabbi Yehuda said: It was our 
custom that we would sleep beneath the bed" before the Elders 
and they did not say anything to us to the effect that we are not 
fulfilling our obligation. Apparently, the halakhic status of the bed 
is not like that of a tent and it does not prevent fulfillment of the 
mitzva. 


§ Rabbi Shimon said, contrary to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda: 
There was an incident involving Tavi,’ the Canaanite slave of 
Rabban Gamliel, who was sleeping beneath the bed, and Rab- 
bi Gamliel lightheartedly said to the Elders: Did you see my 
slave Tavi," who is a Torah scholar and knows that slaves are 
exempt from the mitzva of sukka? Since it is a positive, time- 
bound mitzva, Canaanite slaves, whose status with regard to this 
halakhic category is like that of women, are exempt from the ob- 
ligation to fulfill the mitzva of sukka. Therefore, he sleeps under 
the bed. Rabbi Shimon continued: And by the way, as Rabban 
Gamliel was not issuing a halakhic ruling, we learned that one 
who sleeps beneath the bed did not fulfill his obligation. 


G E M A RA The mishna states that one who is sleeping 

beneath a bed did not fulfill his obligation 
because a bed, like a tent, acts as a barrier between the person and 
the roofing. The Gemara asks: But isn’t the height of the space 
beneath the bed lacking ten handbreadths, and a space less than 
ten handbreadths high does not constitute a tent? Shmuel inter- 
preted the mishna: It is referring to the case of a bed ten hand- 
breadths high. 


The Gemara comments: We learned in a mishna there with regard 
to the impurity of a tent: Both a hole that was perforated in a 
rock by water or by creeping animals, or a hole in a rock that was 
perforated because it was eaten away by salt, and likewise a space 
in a course of stones, and likewise a space in a pile of beams all 
have the legal status of a tent over impurity." A source of impu- 
rity imparted by a corpse transmits impurity to other objects in 
those spaces, as they constitute a tent over a corpse. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: The legal status of any tent that is not estab- 
lished by a person is not that of a tent and does not transmit 
impurity. The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda? From where did he derive that halakha? 


HALAKHA 


One who sleeps beneath the bed in the sukka — nnn won 
mara MAM: If one sleeps beneath a bed at least ten hand- 
breadths high in a sukka he does not fulfill his obligation, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in the Mishna, 
as explained by Shmuel (Shu/han Arukh, Orah Hayyim 627:1). 


What kind of space is called a tent for impurity - bon DNS 
mend bax ssp: The legal status of any space at least one 


Tavi — +34: Tavi was the slave of Rabban Gamliel of Yavne and 
was acknowledged for his propriety and erudition. He was 
highly praised by his master and other Sages. Rabbi Elazar 
ben Azaria spoke in hyperbole, saying: Where are you, Canaan, 
who rendered his descendants liable. ..by right he should 
be reclining at the meal and | should be the one serving 


PERSONALITIES 


handbreadth long, wide, and high is that of a tent with regard 
to ritual impurity imparted by a corpse. It imparts impurity to 
all objects susceptible to impurity in that space and serves 
as a barrier preventing the spread of impurity beyond the 
space. There is no difference whether the space was created 
intentionally or inadvertently, in accordance with the opinion 
of the Sages in tractate Oholot (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 13:1). 


him. Rabban Gamliel sought to liberate him but was unsuc- 
cessful due to the prohibition against liberating a Canaanite 
slave. When Tavi died, Rabban Gamliel accepted condolenc- 
es as one would for a close family member. He explained: 
My slave, Tavi, is not like all the rest of the slaves; he was 
virtuous. 


NOTES 


One who sleeps beneath the bed in the sukka — nnn jw 
MDI MIT: There are two primary opinions in explanation 
of the problem with sleeping beneath a bed. One opinion is 
that the legal status of a bed is like that of a tent; therefore, 
sleeping beneath a bed is tantamount to residing in a tent 
and not beneath the roofing of a sukka. Although the bed is 
only a temporary tent, the sukka too is a temporary structure 
hat can be negated by the temporary structure of the bed 
(Rashi; Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi; Meir’). According to that opinion, 
he prohibition against sleeping beneath the bed applies by 
rabbinic law (Bah). 

Others explain that the prohibition is due to the fact that a 
bed of appropriate size is essentially a sukka beneath a sukka 
(Rif; Rosh; and see Rabbeinu Hananel and Meri). According to 
hat opinion, sleeping beneath the bed is prohibited by Torah 
aw (Bah). The early authorities discussed the difficulties inher- 
ent in each of these opinions (see Ritva). 


It was our custom that we would sleep beneath the bed — 
TBAT DIA Dw IO a7 pTi: From the Jerusalem Talmud it 
appears, at least in its initial assumption, that Rabbi Yehuda does 
not disagree with the basic halakha that one does not fulfill his 
obligation under a bed in the sukka. Rather, he is underscoring 
the significance of Torah study. One may sit beneath a bed in 
order to study Torah in the sukka (see Jerusalem Talmud). 


Did you see my slave Tavi - 113X !39 one: This incident is 
discussed in the Jerusalem Talmud. The question arises: Why 
would it be prohibited for a slave to sleep in a sukka? Although 
he has no obligation to sleep in the sukka, he is entitled to fulfill 
the mitzva. In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that he did 
not sit beneath the bed to avoid transgressing a prohibition. 
Rather, the sukka was crowded and there was no room for 
him. Nevertheless, because he wanted to participate in the 
discussion of matters of Torah in the sukka, he sat beneath 
the bed. 
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NOTES 
A grave in the depths — nins 137: A grave in the depths refers to 
an uncertainty based on the distant possibility that a corpse is bur- 
ied there even though there is no evidence that the source exists. 


And they would bring pregnant women - niay ow pra: 
The commentaries already proved that this extra precaution was 
taken only to prevent impurity imparted by a corpse. However, 
they could not avoid all types of impurity, e.g. the impurity of 
a menstruating woman or a woman after childbirth (see Meiri). 
Nevertheless, they limited the drawing of water to children up 
to age seven or eight, with regard to whom there is no concern 
that they will experience a seminal emission. Apparently, they 
were especially vigilant in preventing impurity caused by bodily 
emissions (see Ritva and others). 


Higher standards of purity with regard to the red heifer - niyn 
mAN 7194: The Sages explained why higher standards of purity 
were instituted for the red heifer ritual. In order to demonstrate 
that the opinion of the Sadducees was rejected, they would pur- 
posely impurify the priest who was to burn the red heifer and 
then immediately have him immerse for purification. The Sages 
held, contrary to the opinion of the Sadducees, that even one who 
immersed during that day could perform that ritual. As a result, 
there were those who treated the purity required in preparing the 
red heifer with contempt. Therefore, the Sages instituted higher 
standards of purity to completely distance the priest from impurity, 
and imposed restrictions that are not imposed in comparable 
cases (see Rashi). 

Due to the rarity of the burning of red heifers, as only nine, 
and some say seven, were burned throughout history, several 
stringencies were imposed. Earlier generations took extraordinary 
steps to that end, e.g., construction of a bridge connecting the 
location of the burning of the red heifer on the Mount of Olives 
with the Temple Mount. 


BACKGROUND 
When they reached the Siloam pool - nib aya: The Siloam 
pool is a pool hewed in rock on the southern slope of the City of 
David, southeast of the Old City of Jerusalem outside the walls. 
Water from the Gihon Spring filled the pool, carried there by two 
aqueducts. Only in the early twenty-first century did archaeologi- 
cal excavations uncover this Second Temple pool. 
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He derives by means of a verbal analogy that only a man-made tent 
transmits impurity, deriving the tent written with regard to impu- 
rity imparted by a corpse from the tent written with regard to the 
Tabernacle. It is written here with regard to impurity imparted by 
a corpse: “This is the teaching when a man dies in a tent” (Num- 
bers 19:14). And it is written there with regard to the Tabernacle: 

“And he spread the tent over the Tabernacle” (Exodus 40:19). Just 
as there, with regard to the Tabernacle, the tent was established by 
a person, so too here, with regard to impurity of a corpse, it is a tent 
established by a person. And according to the Rabbis, because the 
passage dealing with impurity imparted by a corpse, i.e. tent tent, 
is repeated several times, this amplifies and includes any structure 
that provides shelter, even if it is not a standard tent. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda hold that the legal status 

of any tent that is not established by a person is not that ofa tent? 
The Gemara raises a contradiction from a mishna (Para 3:2): 
Courtyards were built in Jerusalem atop the rock, and beneath 
these courtyards there was a space of at least a handbreadth due to 
the concern lest there is a grave in the depths." In that case, the 
space served as a barrier preventing the impurity from reaching the 
courtyards above. And they would bring pregnant women," and 
they would give birth there in those courtyards. And they would 
raise their children there and would not leave there with the chil- 
dren until they grew. All this was done so that the children would 
be untainted by any impurity and would be able to assist in the rit- 
ual of the red heifer," whose ashes are used to purify those impure 
with impurity imparted by a corpse. 


And once they reached age seven or eight and were capable of as- 
sisting in the performance of this ritual, the priests would bring 
oxen there. And they would place doors on the backs of these oxen, 
and the children would sit upon the doors and they would hold 
cups of stone, which are not susceptible to ritual impurity, in their 
hands. When they reached the Siloam pool,’ they descended into 
the water and filled the cups with water, and ascended and sat 
themselves on the doors. The water in the cups was mixed with the 
ashes of the heifer and used for sprinkling on the impure person or 
vessels. Rabbi Yosei says: The children did not descend from their 
oxen; rather, each child from his place on the door would lower 
the cup with a rope and fill it with water" due to the concern lest 
there is a grave in the depths beneath the path leading from the 
oxen to the pool. 


And it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: They would 
not bring doors; rather they would bring only oxen. The size of the 
spinal column and the body of the animal was sufficient to consti- 
tute a tent and therefore served as a barrier before the impurity 
imparted by a grave in the depths. And this is difficult, as aren’t oxen 
a tent that is not established by a person; and it is taught that 
Rabbi Yehuda says: They did not bring doors; rather they brought 
only oxen. Apparently, the legal status of a tent that is not man-made 
is that of a tent. 


Drawing water for the waters of purification - ba nN»Kw 
nxen mb: Among the many higher standards instituted 
by the Sages with regard to purification waters is that they 
should be drawn by children who never became impure. 
How was that accomplished? There were courtyards in Jeru- 
salem built on rock under which there was a hollow space. 
Pregnant women were brought there to give birth. When 
they wanted to sprinkle the purification waters on the priest 


HALAKHA 


who was to burn the red heifer, they would bring oxen car- 
rying doors on their backs to the courtyard. The children 
sat on the doors, and when they reached the Siloam pool, 
they would descend and fill stone cups with water. They 
then remained on the doors until they reached the Temple 
Mount. This procedure was performed in accordance with 
the opinion of the first tanna in the mishna (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 2:7). 
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When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said 
that Rabbi Elazar said: Rabbi Yehuda concedes that the legal 
status of a tent that is not man-made is that of a tent when the 
tent is a fistbreadth,” which is more than a handbreadth in 
terms of length, width, and height. It is only when the tent is less 
than the size of a fist that Rabbi Yehuda holds that it is not a tent. 
That opinion is also taught in a baraita: And Rabbi Yehuda 
concedes in the case of caves and deep cavities in the rocks 
that their status is that of a tent even though they are not man- 
made. 


The Gemara asks: But a door on the back of an ox is an object 
that measures several fistbreadths, and it is taught that Rabbi 
Yehuda says: They did not bring doors but only oxen. Appar- 
ently, a door does not constitute a tent, since that is not the 
manner in which a tent is typically established. Abaye said in 
response that Rabbi Yehuda did not say that the legal status of 
the door is not that ofa tent; rather, he said: They did not need 
to bring doors because the oxen themselves were sufficiently 


broad. 


Rava said Rabbi Yehuda’s statement should be explained differ- 
ently. They would not bring doors at all. Because a child has 
an exaggerated sense of self-confidence due to the width of the 
door, he might allow himself to move from side to side and as a 
result, perhaps he will extend his head or one of his limbs 
beyond the edge of the door and will become impure 


with impurity imparted by a grave in the depths. 


The Gemara comments: It is taught in a baraita in accordance 
with the opinion of Rava, as Rabbi Yehuda says: They would 
not bring doors at all, because a child has an exaggerated 
sense of self-confidence and perhaps he will extend his head 
or one of his limbs beyond the edge of the door and will be- 
come impure with impurity imparted by a grave in the depths. 
Rather, they would bring Egyptian oxen whose bellies are 
broad, and the children would sit upon them and they would 
hold cups of stone in their hands. When they reached the 
Siloam pool they descended and filled them, and ascended 
and sat themselves on the backs of the oxen. 


The Gemara asks: But with regard to a bed, which measures 
several fistbreadths, didn’t we learn in the mishna that Rabbi 
Yehuda says: It was our custom that we would sleep beneath 
the bed before the Elders? Apparently, despite the fact that a 
bed measures several handbreadths, its legal status is not that of 
a tent. The Gemara answers: A bed is different, since it is de- 
signed specifically for use upon it; therefore, the status of the 
space beneath it is not that of a tent. The Gemara asks: Aren't 
oxen like those used to transport the children to bring water for 
the red heifer also designated specifically for use upon them 
and nevertheless, Rabbi Yehuda deems their spinal column and 
bellies a tent. 


When Ravin came to Babylonia from Eretz Yisrael he said that 
Rabbi Elazar said: Oxen are different since they protect the 
shepherds in the sun from the sun, and in the rain from the 
rain. Shepherds would lie beneath the bellies of the oxen as 
protection from the elements. The Gemara asks: If so, i.e., if an 
ox is rendered a tent because it provides protection, even if its 
primary designation is for use upon it, then the status of a bed 
too should be that ofa tent, since it protects shoes and sandals 
that are placed beneath it. 


— NOTES 
A fistbreadth - 9173 sbn: This does not mean an average 
person's fist, which is approximately one handbreadth, but 
rather the size of an exceptionally large fist: That of ben Batiah 
the giant, whose fist was said to be the size of a typical adult 
man’s head. Rabbi Yehuda concedes in that case, as the legal 
status of a space that size is that of a tent with regard to several 
halakhot of impurity. 
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Made to protect their innards - Deyn 2a by pat Donwy 
ow: Tosafot point out that although the verse in Job refers 
to people, it is all the more so applicable to animals. While 
a human stands upright and his back protects no other part 
of his body, animals stand on all fours with their backs above 
their innards. 


Canaanite slaves are exempt from the mitzva of sukka - 
TDT ja DNS DIY: Although this is a positive, time-bound 
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Rather, Rava rejected that explanation and said: Oxen are dif- 
ferent and their status is that ofa tent since their bellies and backs 

are made to protect their innards," as it is stated: “With skin 

and flesh You have clothed me, and with bones and sinews You 

have knitted me together” (Job 10:11). Since flesh and skin are 

mentioned in the verse as providing shelter, the status of the oxen 

is that of a tent. 


And if you wish, say instead: In this case Rabbi Yehuda con- 
forms to his reasoning, as he stated elsewhere: We require a 
sukka that is a permanent residence. The bed in a sukka is a 
temporary residence, and the sukka is a permanent tent; and 
a temporary tent does not come and negate a permanent tent. 
The permanent sukka is significant and that significance super- 
sedes any temporary structure within it. Therefore, in Rabbi 
Yehuda’s opinion, the status of the bed is not that of a tent. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Shimon, who also 
stated that we require a sukka that is a permanent residence, 
nevertheless, a temporary tent comes and negates a permanent 
tent. The Gemara answers: Yes, and that is the point over which 
they disagree. One Sage, Rabbi Shimon, holds: A temporary 
tent comes and negates a permanent tent, and one Sage, Rabbi 
Yehuda, holds: A temporary tent does not come and negate a 
permanent tent. 


The mishna relates that Rabbi Shimon said, contrary to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda: There was an incident involving Tavi, 
the Canaanite slave of Rabban Gamliel who was sleeping be- 
neath the bed, and Rabban Gamliel claimed that Tavi did so 
because he was a Torah scholar and knew that slaves are exempt 
from the mitzva of sukka. It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi 
Shimon said: From the conversation of Rabban Gamliel we 
learned two matters. We learned that Canaanite slaves are ex- 
empt from the mitzva of sukka," and we learned that one who 
sleeps beneath the bed did not fulfill his obligation. 


The Gemara questions the formulation of the baraita. And let 
Rabbi Shimon say: From the statement of Rabban Gamliel. 
Why did he use the atypical expression: From the conversation 
of Rabban Gamliel? The Gemara answers: Through this expres- 
sion he teaches us another matter in passing, like that which 
Rabbi Aha bar Adda said, and some say that Rabbi Aha bar 
Adda said that Rabbi Hamnuna said that Rav said: From where 
is it derived that even the conversation of Torah scholars" re- 
quire analysis, even when the intention of the speaker was ap- 
parently not to issue a halakhic ruling? It is as it is stated with 
regard to the righteous: “Which brings forth its fruit in its season 
and whose leaf does not wither” (Psalms 1:3). This teaches that 
with regard to a Torah scholar, not only is his primary product, 
his fruit, significant but even ancillary matters that stem from his 
conversation, his leaves, are significant. 


mitzva, from which both women and slaves are exempt, since 
the Gemara below requires a special derivation to exempt 
women from the mitzva of sukka as there are reasons that 
it might enter one’s mind to obligate them, there is a novel 
element in exempting slaves as well (Ritva). 


Conversation of Torah scholars - waan pba nnvw: Some 


explain that this derivation is based on the etymological simi- 


larity between the Hebrew word for the leaves of a tree or 


a bush, as in the verse: “And she cast the child beneath 
one of the shrubs [sihim]” (Genesis 21:16), and matters of 
Torah, which are called siha, as in the verse referring to 
the Torah: “When you walk, it shall lead you, when you lie 
down, it shall watch over you; and when you awaken, it shall 
talk with you [tesihekha]" (Proverbs 6:22). Just as the conver- 
sations of Torah scholars are ancillary, like leaves relative to 
fruit, they too are Torah from which lessons can be learned 
(Arukh). 
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MI S H N A One who supports his sukka on the legs 

of the bed,"®" i.e., he leans the sukka 
roofing on a bed, the sukka is fit. Rabbi Yehuda says:" If the 
sukka cannot stand in and of itself without support of the bed, 


it is unfit. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: What is the rationale 
for the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
deeming this sukka unfit? Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Abba bar 
Memel disagree with regard to the rationale. One said: It is 
unfit because it lacks permanence. The sukka is not stable 
enough, as if the bed is moved the sukka will collapse. And one 
said: It is unfit because he is supporting the roofing with an 
object that is susceptible to ritual impurity," as the bedframe 
is a vessel. Not only the roofing, but that which supports the 
roofing as well may not be susceptible to ritual impurity. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between 
them?" The Gemara explains: The difference is in a case where 
one wedged iron skewers into the ground and roofed the 
sukka upon them. According to the one who said that the 
reason the sukka is unfit is because it lacks permanence, this 
sukka has permanence, and it is fit. However, the one who said 
the reason the sukka is unfit is because he is supporting the 
roofing with an object that is susceptible to ritual impurity, 
he is supporting it with an object that is susceptible to ritual 
impurity, so it is unfit. 


Abaye said: The Sages taught this dispute only in a case where 
one leaned the roofing on the bed. However, if one placed 
the roofing atop the bed, i.e., he affixed poles to the bed and 
the roofing is supported by those poles, everyone agrees that 
the sukka is fit. What is the reason that it is fit? According 
to the one who said that the sukka is unfit because it lacks 
permanence, this sukka has permanence as even if the bed 
is moved, the roofing will move with it and will not collapse. 
And according to the one who said the sukka is unfit because 
he supports it with an object that is susceptible to ritual 
impurity, in this case he is not supporting it with an object 
that is susceptible to ritual impurity, as the roofing is not 
supported by the bed. 


authorities argue whether to rule in accordance with the 


One who supports his sukka on the legs of the bed - nion 
Taa yD inaw: There are many different explanations 
of this passage in the mishna. Most of the commentaries 
based their explanations on the Jerusalem Talmud, where it 
is explained that the bed was the floor of the sukka. The Rid, 
in his halakhic rulings, explains that the reference is to a large 
bed, whose area is sufficient to render it a fit sukka and whose 
egs are long enough to render the space beneath the bed 
a fit sukka. He stated that in the Gemara, the fitness of that 
space is dependent on whether or not the space between 
he top of the bed and the roofing is ten handbreadths. The 
Ra’avad explains that the supports of the roofing are resting 
on the bed, and if the bed falls the sukka will collapse. The 
Ramban maintains that it is a bed ten handbreadths high 
hat was turned over and roofing was placed on its legs. The 
concern is that someone will come and take the bed, leaving 
no sukka at all (see Ritva and others). 


Rabbi Yehuda says — Witt 117 »a7: The early halakhic 


opinion of the Rabbis, which is the opinion of many Sages, 
or in accordance with the individual opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
upon whose opinion the discussion in the Gemara appears 
to be based (see Rif; Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi; Ra’avad’s com- 
mentary on the Meiri, and others). The Rosh holds that Rabbi 
Yehuda is explaining, not disputing, the opinion of the Rabbis, 
and consequently there is only one opinion here. 


Supporting with an object that is susceptible to ritual 
impurity — aya bapa vata Apaye: Some explain that 
this is prohibited due to the concern that the object will be 
used to roof the sukka (Meiri). 

What is the practical difference between them - *xn 
ama: Both earlier and later authorities noted that there is a 
conspicuous difference between the opinions. According to 
one opinion, the prohibition is in effect by rabbinic decree, 
while according to the other opinion it is by Torah law. 


One who supports his sukka on the legs of the bed - vain 
TWAT YADA indrw: In a case where one supports his sukka on a 
bed, the legs of which comprise part of the walls of the sukka, if 
there is a distance of ten handbreadths between the bed and the 
roofing, the sukka is fit; if not, it is unfit. This is in accordance with 
the Jerusalem Talmud, where the halakhic ruling is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis. However, one may not construct 
a sukka as a sagging residence, but if the roofing rests on posts 
and beds serve as the walls, the sukka is fit, in accordance with 
the opinion of Abaye (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 630:13). 


A sukka supported on the legs of the bed — n3ap37 730 
TATY: 


In this sukka, the posts do not reach the ground but are resting on a bed, and the 
legs of the bed essentially support the sukka. 
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An impoverished sukka — 739 73W: The question arises: 
What is novel about the concept that a sukka whose shade 
is greater than its sunlight is fit? Why was it necessary for 
Rav to state this apparently obvious halakha? The Ritva and 
Rabbeinu Yonatan explain that he is teaching that this sukka 
is fit despite the concern that the roofing might be sparse, 
eaving less than the minimal measure of fitness. Others 
explain that this was mentioned only within the context of 
an impoverished sukka with the minimum measure of fitness. 
t might have entered one's mind that in that case the sukka 
roofing must be more substantial (Sefat Emet). 


A disordered sukka - nhan 1a: The commentaries and 

halakhic authorities (Rid and others) discussed the possibility 
hat in this disordered sukka that Shmuel deems fit the shade 

is greater than the sunlight, and the novel element in this rul- 
ing is unrelated to the quantity of shade but rather to the fact 
hat the sukka is not rendered unfit because its roofing is be- 
neath another roofing (Meiri). Most commentaries, however, 
agree with Rashi that this is referring to a disordered sukka in 

which the sunlight is greater than the shade when the sun- 
light penetrates the roofing, but when the sunlight is directly 
overhead the shade is greater than the sunlight. This is the 

explanation that appears in the Jerusalem Talmud as well. 
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MI S H N A sukka that is meduvlelet and whose 

shade exceeds its sunlight is fit. A 
sukka whose roofing is thick like a house of sorts, even 
though it is so thick that the stars cannot be seen from with- 


in it, is fit. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: What is the mean- 
ing of meduvlelet? Rav said: It means 
an impoverished sukka," i.e., a sukka whose roofing is sparse, 
although at no point in the roofing is there a gap of three 
handbreadths. And Shmuel said: It means that the roofing is 
aligned with one reed ascending and one reed descending." 
There are two layers of roofing, with each reed on the upper 
layer situated directly above the space between each reed on 
the lower level. 


The Gemara explains: Rav taught the first clause in the mish- 
na as one halakha, and Shmuel taught that clause as two 
halakhot. Rav taught one halakha: The halakha of a sukka 
meduvlelet. And what is a sukka meduvlelet? It is a sparse 
sukka. Nevertheless, as long as the shade exceeds the sun- 
light the sukka is fit. And Shmuel taught two halakhot. What 
is a sukka meduvlelet? It is a disordered sukka." And he teach- 
es two halakhot: A disordered sukka is fit, and one whose 
shade exceeds its sunlight is fit. 


Abaye said: They taught that a sukka with two layers of roof- 
ing is fit only in a case where there is not a gap of at least three 
handbreadths between the top and bottom layers. However, 
if there is a gap of three handbreadths between them it is 
unfit. Rava said: Even if there is a gap of three handbreadths 
between them, we say that the two layers of roofing are not 
considered joined only in a case where there is not the width 
of a handbreadth in its upper roof. However, if there is the 
width of a handbreadth in its upper roof, even if the gap be- 
tween them is three handbreadths, the sukka is fit, because 
we say that the principle: Lower and cast down the upper 
level of the sukka roofing down to the level of the lower sukka 
roofing, applies here. 


HALAKHA 


An impoverished sukka — my 73W: If one roofed a sukka 
sparsely and there are many empty spaces in the roofing, but 
none of the spaces measures three handbreadths, if altogether 
the shade is greater than the sunlight, the sukka is fit, in accor- 
dance with Rav’s interpretation of the mishna (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 631:4). 


One reed ascending and one reed descending - aby mp 
11 ma: If the sukka roofing is not level, but rather one sec- 
tion is higher and one is lower, the sukka is fit, in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel, as he is not disagreeing with Rav 
but merely stating another halakha (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rabbi 
Zerahya HaLevi; Ran; and others). This is the halakha, provided 


that the space between the upper and lower sukka roofing is 
not more than three handbreadths, in accordance with the 
opinion of Abaye. If the distance between them is greater than 
three handbreadths, but the segment of the upper roofing 
is one or more handbreadths wide and it is aligned over a 
space in the lower roofing, the sukka is fit. This is because, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava, the principle: Lower and 
cast, is applied. According to the Rema, if the sukka roofing is 
fit, even if at certain times of the day the sunlight is greater 
than the shade, the sukka is fit, provided that when the sun 
is directly over the roofing the shade is greater than the sun- 
light (Ran and Beit Yosef, citing Rambam; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 631:5). 
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Rava said: From where do I learn to say that when there is a 
handbreadth of width in its roof, we say that the principle lower 
and cast applies, and when there is not a handbreadth in its roof, 
we do not say that the principle lower and cast applies? Rava learns 
this from the halakha of impurity imparted by a corpse, as we 
learned in a mishna: With regard to the boards of the ceiling of the 
first floor of the house and of the second story that do not have 
plaster on them, so that each of the boards is considered a separate 
entity, and the boards of each are aligned so that the boards of the 
ceiling of the second story are directly above the boards of the 
house:? If there is a source of ritual impurity imparted by a corpse 
beneath one of the lower boards, any object that is directly be- 
neath that board is rendered impure by means of a tent over a 
corpse. However, any object that is above the board or off to the side 
remains pure. 


If the source of impurity is in the airspace of the second story be- 
tween the lower and upper boards, any object between the two 

boards is impure; however, any object beneath the lower board or 
above the upper board or off to the side remains pure. If the source 

of impurity is atop the upper board, any object aligned with the 

source of impurity even up to the heavens is impure. However, if 
the upper boards are spaced between the lower boards," if the 

source of impurity is beneath any of the boards within the house, 
any object that is beneath any of the boards is impure, as the legal 

status of the roof is as though the upper boards were lowered to the 

level of the lower boards, and the result is one continuous ceiling. If 
the source of impurity is above them, i.e., above the top boards, any 
object aligned with the source of impurity even up to the heavens 

is impure. 


And it is taught in the Tosefta elaborating on this mishna: In what 
case is this statement said? It is only when these boards have the 
width ofa handbreadth, and between them is the space ofa hand- 
breadth. However, if the boards are close together and there isn’t 
even the space ofa handbreadth between them, then ifthe source 
of impurity is directly beneath one of the boards, only objects in 
the space beneath it is impure, while an object between the two 
layers of boards and atop them remains pure. Apparently, when 
there is a handbreadth in the upper layer, we say lower and cast 
the upper sukka roofing down to the level of the lower sukka roofing. 
And when there is not even a handbreadth in the upper layer, we 
do not say lower and cast the upper sukka roofing down. Indeed, 
conclude from here that this is the halakha. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Kahana sat in the study hall and stated 
this halakha of Rava, that in a case where the upper sukka roofing 
is a handbreadth wide, even if the gap between the two layers of 
roofing is greater than three handbreadths, they are considered at- 
tached. Rav Ashi said to Rav Kahana: Is it so that wherever there 
is not the width ofa handbreadth, we do not say lower and cast?" 


BACKGROUND 


Boards that are aligned — niman nivip: 


Boards of the first story and those of the second story are directly aligned 


If the upper boards are spaced between the lower boards — 
Msn pas mavoys vn: 


Upper boards are aligned with the spaces between the lower boards of the house 
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Boards of the ceiling of a house beneath which there is 
a source of impurity — (pana agaw man nip: These 
halakhot, which are part of the corpus of halakhot of a 
tent over a corpse, are detailed in the mishna and Tosefta 
of tractate Oholot. The fundamental principle in these 
halakhot is that a space has the legal status of a tent over 
a corpse only when the length and width of the covering 
and the height of the space beneath it each measure a 
handbreadth. Anything smaller does not constitute a tent 
and it neither transmits impurity to items beneath it nor 
does it serve as a barrier to the spread of impurity beyond 
its confines. 


If the upper boards are spaced between the lower 
boards — niainna pap niyn wy: Opinions differ with 
regard to the halakhot of impurity as well as with regard 
to the related halakhot of sukka. According to many of 
the commentaries and halakhic authorities, the principle: 
Lower and cast, is applicable only when the space between 
the lower boards and the space between the upper boards 
are perfectly aligned, or the space in the lower sukka roof- 
ing and the space in the upper sukka roofing are perfectly 
aligned (Kesef Mishne according to the Rambam and oth- 
ers). Some say that the principle is applicable even when 
the space on the lower level is smaller than the upper 
board or roofing (Lehem Mishne). Others maintain that 
even if the upper board or roofing is smaller than the space 
below, the principle is applicable provided that if the upper 
roofing is lowered and cast into the lower space, the result 
would be fit roofing (Rid the Younger and others). 


The difficulty raised by Rav Ashi - wx a. mw: Rav Ashi 
does not dispute the principle: Lower and cast, with regard 
to the halakhot of a tent over impurity, as that appears in a 
mishna. Rather, he wondered whether this principle applies 
to areas of halakha other than impurity (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


Boards of the ceiling of a house beneath which there is a 
source of impurity — (pana ngawe man Nip: Ina case 
where the boards that constitute the ceilings of the lower 
and upper stories of a house are not covered with plaster 
and are directly aligned with each other, if the boards are 
a handbreadth wide and there is a source of impurity be- 
neath them, impurity is transmitted only to objects directly 
beneath them but not to those in the rest of the house. If 
the source of impurity is atop the boards of the first floor, 
only objects in the space between the floor of the upper 
story and the boards above the upper story are impure. If 
there is a source of impurity in the house, the entire house 
is impure, but this is only if the boards are a handbreadth 
wide (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 16:6). 
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HALAKHA 
Two parallel beams — niva nip nw: If there are 
two parallel beams at the entrance of an alleyway and 
neither one can support a small brick, but together, 
widthwise, they can support a small brick, which is 
one handbreadth wide, then the following distinction 
applies: If the distance between the beams is no more 


than three handbreadths, there is no need to place an- 


other beam. If not, another beam must be placed. Some 
maintain that in order for the cross beam to be effective 
the distance between the beams must be no more than 
one handbreadth (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 363:22). 


Beams that are not parallel — nian yyw nip: | 
one of the cross beams over the entrance of an alleyway 
is higher than the other, they are considered adjacen 
provided that neither of the beams is more than twenty 
cubits or less than ten handbreadths off the ground 
and the distance between them is no more than three 
handbreadths, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam). Others rule tha 
the cross beams are not considered joined in this case 
(Rif; Rosh; Maharam of Rothenburg; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 363:23). 


BACKGROUND 
Two parallel beams — nivna nip nw: 


Alleyway with two thin, parallel beams over its entrance 
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Isn’t it taught in the Tosefta with regard to the halakhot of the 
merging of alleyways that one of the means of rendering car- 
rying in a closed alleyway permitted on Shabbat is by placing 
a beam one handbreadth wide over the entrance of the al- 
leyway within twenty cubits but no less than ten handbreadths 
off the ground? With regard to a cross beam that projects 
from this wall of an alleyway but does not touch the other 
opposite wall, and similarly, with regard to two cross beams, 
one projecting from this wall and one projecting from the 
other opposite wall, and they do not touch each other, if 
there is a gap of less than three handbreadths between the 
beam and the wall, or between the two beams respectively, 
one need not bring another cross beam to render the alley- 
way fit for a person to carry within it. This is because they are 
considered joined based on the principle of lavud. However, 
if there is a gap of three handbreadths, one must bring an- 
other cross beam. 


However, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who holds that the 
principle of lavud applies to a gap of up to four handbreadths 
wide, says: 


If there is a gap of less than four handbreadths, one need not 
bring another cross beam. However, if there is a gap of four 
handbreadths, one must bring another cross beam. 


And similarly, if two parallel, extremely narrow cross 
beams"? are placed alongside each other, even though there 
is not sufficient width in this beam in order to receive and 
support a small brick, and there is not sufficient width in 
that beam in order to receive and support a small brick, if 
the two beams together can receive a small brick along its 
handbreadth width, one need not bring another cross beam 
to render the alleyway fit for one to carry within it. Butifnot, 
one is required to bring another cross beam. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If the two cross beams 
can receive a small brick along its length, which is three 
handbreadths, one need not bring another cross beam, but 
if not, one must bring another cross beam. 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: If these two narrow 
cross beams are placed at different heights, one above and 
one below," one considers the upper one as though it were 
below, and the lower one as though it were above, i.e., close 
together. If the two together are capable of supporting a small 
brick, they render the alleyway fit for one to carry within it, 
although they are not actually close to each other, provided 
that the upper cross beam is not above twenty cubits" off 
the ground and the lower one is not below ten handbreadths 
off the ground, between which a cross beam renders an al- 
leyway fit for one to carry within it. By inference, if both this 
beam and that beam are within twenty cubits, we say that 
the principle: Lower and cast the upper beam down even 
though there is not the width of a handbreadth in the upper 
beam. This is difficult according to Rava’s opinion, as he holds 
that the principle: Lower and cast, does not apply when the 
width of the upper crossbeam is less than a handbreadth. 


The upper cross beam is not above twenty cubits — Kow 
max mwyn nway miyy san: In order to render it permitted 
to carry in an alleyway on Shabbat, the cross beam over the 
entrance to the alleyway must be placed neither more than 


NOTES 
twenty cubits nor less than ten handbreadths off the ground. 
Therefore, any beam placed higher than twenty cubits or lower 
than ten handbreadths is halakhically irrelevant and cannot be 
joined with another beam. 
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Rav Kahana said to him: Interpret the baraita and say as follows: 
Provided that the upper beam is not above twenty cubits but 
rather within twenty cubits and the lower one is adjacent to it, 
less than three handbreadths from it, as in that case they are joined 
due to the principle of lavud and not the principle of lower and cast. 
Alternatively, interpret the baraita as follows: Provided that the 
lower beam is not below ten handbreadths but rather above ten 
handbreadths and the upper beam is adjacent to it, less than three 
handbreadths from it. However, if the distance between the beams 
is three handbreadths, since there is not the width of one hand- 
breadth in the beam, we do not say: Lower and cast" the upper 
beam, and each beam is considered on its own. 


§ The mishna continues: A sukka whose shade exceeds its sunlight 
is fit. From the formulation of the mishna, it can be inferred that if 
its shade and sunlight are equal," the sukka is unfit. The Gemara 
asks: But didn’t we learn in a mishna in another chapter in this 
tractate: A sukka whose sunlight exceeds its shade is unfit. From 
the formulation of that mishna it can be inferred that if its sunlight 
and shade are equal, the sukka is fit. The inferences of the two 
mishnayot are contradictory. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here, where the infer- 
ence was that when the sunlight and shade are equal the sukka is 
unfit, it is referring to the ratio of shade to sunlight from above, in 
the sukka roofing itself; and there, where the inference was that 
when the sunlight and shade are equal the sukka is fit, it is referring 
to the ratio of shade to sunlight from below," on the sukka floor. The 
two inferences are not contradictory, as the lower in the sukka one 
observes the light, the more diffused it is. Therefore, if the shade and 
the sunlight are equal on the floor of the sukka, clearly, the roofing 
is sufficiently dense and exceeds the gaps. Rav Pappa said: That is 
the meaning of the folk saying with regard to light: Like a zuz coin 
above, like an istera® coin below. 


The mishna continues: A sukka whose roofing is thick like a type 
of house is fit." The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to a 
sukka whose roofing is thick like a type of house, although it is 
so dense that the stars are not visible from within it, the sukka is 
fit. However, if it is so thick that the rays of the sun" are also not 
visible from within it, Beit Shammai deem the sukka unfit and 
Beit Hillel deem it fit. 


NOTES 


We do not say lower and cast — 127 vian Yay x: The princi- 
ple: Lower and cast, is not elucidated here ‘because the principle 
of lavud also applies within three handbreadths. Perhaps the 
principle: Lower and cast, applies only when the space below 
and the beam above are perfectly aligned (see Sefat Emet). 


Here from above, there from below — men x2 mwm xa: 
ost commentaries and halakhic authorities agree with the 
above explanation of the Gemara, which is according to Rashi’s 
interpretation. Other opinions are based on different rationales; 
heir primary problem with Rashi’s explanation is that it is not 
compatible with the dispute and the halakhic principle: The 
breached segment is equal to the standing segment (see Josafot; 


A sukka whose sunlight and shade are equal - apang nao 
aby mw: A sukka in whose roofing the sunlight and shade are 
equal i is unfit because on the sukka floor the sunlight is greater 
than the shade. If on the sukka floor the sunlight and shade are 
equal, the sukka is fit, in accordance with the opinion of most 
halakhic authorities (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rashi; Rid; Rambam; 
Ran; Ramban; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 631:1). 


HALAKHA 


Ittur; Sefer Yere'im). The counterargument is that the principle: The 
breached segment is equal to the standing segment, does not 
apply to sukka roofing, where the ratio of sunlight to shade is the 
determining factor. Even if the standing segment is greater than 
he breached segment, if the sunlight is greater than the shade, 
he sukka is unfit (Rid). In addition, the ratio of sunlight to shade 
is not determined by the amount of roofing; it is determined by 
he perspective of the one sitting in the sukka (Meiri). 


Rays of the sun — man +23j3: Most commentaries explain that 
his term refers to rays of sunlight that appear like stars through 
hick roofing. However, the Rambam explains that it refers to very 
arge stars that can be seen even in daylight. 


Thick like a type of house - ma paa Mayr: One should place 
the roofing on the sukka so that large stars are visible through 
the roofing at night, ab initio. If its thickness prevents visibility, 
the sukka is fit after the fact. If the roofing is so thick that rain 
cannot penetrate it, there are some who deem the sukka unfit, 
based on the opinion of Rabbeinu Tam (Levush; Bah; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 631:3). 


rom the publisher 


BACKGROUND 

Zuz and istera — XW) tM: Istera refers to the stater, 
which is the name of both a weight and a common coin, 
from the Greek otatip, statèr. The Talmud uses the term 
istera to refer to various coins of different value. It is hard 
to determine which coin the Talmud is referring to here. 
What is clear, however, is that the istera was larger than 
the zuz. With regard to the folk saying, Rav Pappa meant 
that a hole in the ceiling as small as a zuz projects light on 
the ground the size of the larger istera. 
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HALAKHA =—-W—1_ 
A sukka at the top of a tree - tonsa WNI TW: If one es- 
tablishes a sukka at the top of a tree or on an animal, it is fit; 
however, one may not enter it on the Festival. If it is partially on 
a tree and partially on a different surface, and it is constructed 
in a manner that it would remain standing if the tree were 
removed, then one may enter it on the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 628:3). 


BACKGROUND 
Atop a camel - bos yas by: 


Sukka built on a camel 
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— NOTES —— 
This is the principle, etc. - ^3) Ubon m: The early authorities 
noted that the addition of the expression: This is the principle, 
comes to teach several additional halakhot. If the sukka can 
stand firmly without resting against the tree, then even if the 
walls are in the tree, the sukka is fit. On the other hand, if its 
primary support is the tree, the sukka is unfit even if most of 
the walls stand on the ground (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Meiri; 
and others). 


HALAKHA 


Sukka at the top of the ship — 7»5D7 wea 72W: If one es- 
tablishes a sukka on top of a ship, the following distinction 
applies: If it cannot withstand a typical land wind, it is unfit; 
if it can withstand a typical land wind, then even if it cannot 
withstand a typical sea wind it is fit, in accordance with Abaye’s 
interpretation of the opinion of Rabbi Akiva (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 628:2). 
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MI SHN In the case of one who establishes his 

sukka at the top of the wagon or at the 
top of the ship, although it is portable it is fit, as it is sufficient for 
a sukka to be a temporary residence. And one may ascend and 
enter it even on the first Festival day. In the case of one who es- 
tablishes his sukka at the top of a tree" or atop a camel,’ the 
sukka is fit, but one may not ascend and enter it" on the first 
Festival day because the Sages prohibit climbing or using trees or 
animals on the Festival. 


If two of the walls of the sukka are in the tree and one is estab- 
lished on the ground by a person," or if two are established on 
the ground bya person and one is in the tree, the sukka is fit, but 
one may not ascend and enter it on the first Festival day because 
it is prohibited to use the tree. However, if three of the walls are 
established on the ground bya person and one is in the tree, then 
since it contains the minimum number of walls required, it is fit, 
and one may enter it on the first Festival day. 


NOTES 


It is fit but one may not ascend and enter it - pip PITW 
ab: A sukka on a tree or an animal is fit for the intermediate 
days of the festival of Sukkot. However, even if one violates 
the rabbinic decree and actually enters the sukka on the first 


Festival day, he has fulfilled his obligation to reside in a sukka. 


Two in the tree and one by a person — a NX} twa Dn 
ok: There are various opinions with regard to the situation 
described by the mishna. Some maintain that part of the sukka 


mhian yg Sow bp Sopa m 
ron MW - Moxy 93 stows 
nip ova 79 


floor rests on the tree and part of the floor is supported by 
poles driven into the ground. Another opinion explains that 
the floor of the sukka is supported by the pegs driven into 
the tree (Rashi; Meiri). Others explain that the tree is a wall of 
the sukka and the roofing rests on the tree. Use of that sukka 
is prohibited because people would typically store objects on 
the roofing of the sukka, and use of a tree is prohibited on a 
Festival (see Tosafot and Melekhet Shlomo). 


The mishna summarizes that this is the principle: Any case 
where, were the tree removed, the sukka would be able to re- 
main standing in and of itself, it is fit, and one may ascend and 


enter it on the Festival, since the tree is not its primary support. 
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deems it fit. 


Rabbi Akiva — %2*7y 931: Akiva ben Yosef was one of the great- 
est of the tanna’im. He lived from just after the destruction of 
the Second Temple until the bar Kokheva revolt. According to 
legend, Rabbi Akiva began his studies at the age of forty, when 
Rahel, the daughter of the wealthy Kalba Savua, consented to 
marry him on condition that he would agree to study Torah. 
Rabbi Akiva became the student of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus 
and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya. Ultimately, he became a 
prominent Torah scholar with twenty-four thousand students. 

Among Rabbi Akiva's first students were Shimon ben Azzai 
and Shimon ben Zoma, with whom he entered the orchard 
(see Hagiga 14b), i.e., engaged in the study of esoteric elements 
of the Torah. Subsequently, Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon bar 
Yohai, among others, became his students. He was a staunch 
supporter of bar Kokheva's revolt against Rome, and even de- 
clared him the Messiah. During the period of Roman Emperor 
Hadrian's decrees, Torah study was prohibited, but Rabbi Akiva 
continued convening assemblies and teaching Torah. Ultimate- 
ly, he was apprehended and executed, and he is one of the ten 
martyrs whose execution is described in liturgy. 
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in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva,’ as it is taught in 
a baraita: In the case of one who establishes his sukka at the top 
of the ship," Rabban Gamliel’ deems it unfit and Rabbi Akiva 


The Gemara comments: In accordance 
with whose opinion is the mishna? It is 


Rabbi Akiva collected early rabbinic statements and began 
organizing the material of the Oral Torah. The Mishna, redacted 
by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and his disciples, is based on his work. 


Rabban Gamliel - Doba 127: Rabban Gamliel was Nasi of 
the Sanhedrin and one of the most important tannaim in the 
period following the destruction of the Second Temple. Rabban 
Gamliel’s father, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel the Elder, had also 
been Nasi of the Sanhedrin and one of the leaders of the nation 
during the rebellion against Rome. Rabban Gamliel was taken 
to Yavne by Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai after the destruction 
of the Temple, so that he became known as Rabban Gamliel 
of Yavne. After Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai’s death, Rabban 
Gamliel presided over the Sanhedrin. 

Under Rabban Gamliel’s leadership, Yavne became an im- 
portant spiritual center. The greatest of the Sages gathered 
around him, including his brother-in-law Rabbi Eliezer, Rabbi 
Yehoshua, Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. Rabban 
Gamliel sought to create a spiritual center for the Jews that 
would unite the entire people, a role that had been filled by the 


Temple until its destruction. Therefore, he strove to enhance the 
prominence and central authority of the Sanhedrin and its Nasi. 
His strict and vigorous leadership eventually led his colleagues 
to remove him from his post for a brief period, replacing him 
with Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. However, since everyone realized 
that his motives and actions were for the good of the people 
and were not based on personal ambition, they soon restored 
him to his position. 

There are not many halakhic rulings cited explicitly in the 
name of Rabban Gamliel. However, in his time, and under his 
influence, some of the most important decisions in the history 
of Jewish spiritual life were made. These included the deci- 
sion to follow Beit Hillel, the rejection of the halakhic system 
of Rabbi Eliezer, and the establishment of fixed formulas for 
prayers. Those halakhic decisions attributed to Rabban Gamliel 
reflect an uncompromising approach to halakha; in reaching 
his conclusions, he was faithful to his principles. It is known that 
two of his sons were Sages: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who 
served as Nasi of the Sanhedrin after him, and Rabbi Hanina 
ben Gamliel. 
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There was an incident involving Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi 
Akiva, who were coming on a ship. Rabbi Akiva arose and 
established a sukka at the top of the ship. The next day the 
wind blew and uprooted it. Rabban Gamliel said to him: 
Akiva, where is your sukka? It was unfit from the start. 


Abaye said: Everyone agrees" that in a case where the sukka 
is unable to withstand a typical land wind, the sukka is of no 
consequence and it is not even a temporary residence. If it is 
able to withstand even an atypical land wind, everyone 
agrees that the sukka is fit. Where they disagree is in a case 
where the sukka is able to withstand a typical land wind but 
is unable to withstand an atypical land wind, which is the 
equivalent of a typical sea wind. Rabban Gamliel holds: In 
order to fulfill the mitzva of sukka, we require a permanent 
residence, and since it is not able to withstand an atypical 
land wind, which is like a typical sea wind, it is of no conse- 
quence and is not a sukka at all. Rabbi Akiva holds: In order 
to fulfill the mitzva of sukka, we require a temporary resi- 
dence, and since it is able to withstand a typical land wind, 
it is fit, although it is unable to withstand a typical sea wind. 


§ The mishna continues: Or if one establishes his sukka atop 
a camel, the sukka is fit. The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna of 
the mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir, as it is taught in a baraita: In the case of one who estab- 
lishes his sukka atop an animal, Rabbi Meir deems it fit and 
Rabbi Yehuda deems it unfit. The Gemara asks: What is the 
rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? The Gemara an- 
swers that it is as the verse states: “You shall prepare for 
yourself the festival of Sukkot for seven days” (Deuteronomy 
16:13), from which Rabbi Yehuda derives: A sukka that is suit- 
able for seven days" is called a sukka, while a sukka that is not 
suitable for seven days is not called a sukka. It is prohibited 
to climb upon an animal on the first day of the festival of Sukkot, 
and therefore a sukka atop an animal is unfit, as it cannot be 
used all seven days. 


And Rabbi Meir, who holds that the sukka is fit, would say: By 
Torah law, this sukka is also suitable for use on a Festival and 
on Shabbat, as there is no Torah prohibition against using an 
animal on those days, and it is the Sages who issued a decree 
prohibiting it. The fact that it is prohibited by rabbinic decree 
does not render the sukka unfit. 


However, if one utilized his animal as a wall for a sukka and 

did not establish the entire sukka atop the animal, Rabbi Meir 
deems it unfit and Rabbi Yehuda deems it fit, as Rabbi Meir 
would say: With regard to any animate object, one may nei- 
ther establish it as a wall for the sukka," nor as a side post 
placed at the entrance to an alleyway to render it permitted to 

carry in the alleyway on Shabbat, nor as one of the upright 

boards placed around wells to render the area a private domain 

and permit one to draw water from the well on Shabbat, nor 
as the covering for a grave.’ In the name of Rabbi Yosei 

HaGelili the Sages said: Nor may one write bills of divorce 

on it.’ 


NOTES 


Abaye said everyone agrees — xay 17 2K WX: One could 


contend that Abaye holds that the mishna need not be estab- 


lished only in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, as 
it can be explained in accordance with the opinion of Rabban 
Gamliel as well, provided that the sukka is sufficiently reinforced 
(Arukh LaNer; see Sefat Emet). 


A sukka that is suitable for seven days — myw TAKTI TDD: 
Rabbi Yehuda certainly agrees that establishing a sukka on the 


back of an animal is a prohibited by rabbinic law. Nevertheless, 


with regard to determining whether or not a sukka is suitable 
for all seven days, Rabbi Yehuda does not distinguish between 
rabbinic and Torah prohibitions. If the sukka is not suitable for 
residence for all seven days, in practice it is unfit (Ritva). 


Nor may one write bills of divorce on it - 93 voy Pania px 
mw): Clearly, the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi ee HaGelili 
with regard to bills of divorce is not the same as the rationale for 
the other halakhot mentioned. The halakha that bills of divorce 
written on a living being are invalid is derived from a verse. 


HALAKHA 
An animal as a sukka wall - manan 731 557: It is permit- 
ted to establish a sukka wall with an animal if the animal 
is tied in place, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda in his dispute with Rabbi Meir (Beit Yosef, Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 630:1). 


BACKGROUND 

Covering for a grave — sap is: Rashi holds that the 
Gemara is referring to the covering of a coffin. According 
to Tosafot and others, it is a large stone that seals the 
grave. In several burial caves, large stones were found 
that served as a door to the cave. Such stones were rolled 
into place to close the entrance and rolled away when 
necessary. 


Stone used to seal a burial cave 
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NOTES 


Concerned and not concerned about potential death - 
namb von xd) wn: In the Jerusalem Talmud the distinction 

is between concern that one died and the concern about his 

potential death. There is no concern that he died. Since he 

was alive, his presumptive status remains that he is alive until 

evidence is produced to the contrary. However, with regard to 

the concern about potential death, since ultimately everyone 

dies, even though it is not known when he will die, there is 

constant concern. 
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continue to eat teruma based on the presumption that he is 


HALAKHA 


The wife of a priest whose husband departed - jia ný% married a priest, even if her husband travels overseas she may 
mwa von: In the case of a daughter of an Israelite who 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
who rules that an animal is unfit for use as a partition in areas of halakha 
where a partition is required? Abaye said: It is due to the concern lest 
the animal die, leaving the sukka without a wall. Rabbi Zeira said: It 
is due to the concern lest it flee. The Gemara explains the practical 
halakhic differences between the two opinions. In the case where one 
established a wall with a tied elephant, everyone agrees that the sukka 
is fit, as even if it dies and falls, its carcass still has a height of ten 
handbreadths and is fit for the wall of a sukka. Where they disagree is 
in the case of an elephant that is not tied. According to the one who 
said: It is due to the concern lest the animal die, we are not concerned 
in this case, as the carcass would remain a fit wall. According to the 
one who said: It is due to a decree lest it flee, we remain concerned. 


The Gemara asks: According to the one who said: It is due to a decree 

lest it die, let us also be concerned lest it flee, as that too is a reason- 
able concern. Rather, this is the explanation: In the case where one 

established a wall with an elephant that is not tied, everyone agrees 

that the sukka is unfit lest it flee. Where they disagree is in the case of 
a tied animal. According to the one who said: It is due to a decree 

lest the animal die, we are concerned, as although it cannot flee, it 

might die, and the carcass of a typical animal is not ten handbreadths 

high. And according to the one who said: It is due to a decree lest it 

flee, we are not concerned. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the one who said: It is due to a 
decree lest it flee, let us also be concerned lest it die. The Gemara 
answers: That is not a concern because death is not common. The 
Sages do not issue decrees with regard to uncommon circumstances. 
The Gemara asks: But according to all opinions, isn’t there the space 
between its legs, which is like a breach in a wall? How can one establish 
a partition whose breached segment exceeds its standing segment? The 
Gemara answers: He establishes a partition for it by filling the gaps 
with hard palm leaves and laurel leaves, sealing the breach. 


The Gemara asks further: And even though there is no concern lest the 
animal die, perhaps it will crouch, leaving a wall that is less than ten 
handbreadths? The Gemara answers: It is referring to a case where the 
animal is tied with ropes from above so that it cannot crouch. Based 
on that explanation, the Gemara asks: And according to the one who 
said: It is due to a decree lest it die, there is also no concern since it 
is tied with ropes from above. Even if the animal died, it would remain 
in place as a fit partition. The Gemara answers: Sometimes the ten- 
handbreadth wall consists of the animal that is a bit higher than seven 
handbreadths established adjacent to the roofing, less than three 
handbreadths away. 


And once it dies, it contracts to be more than three handbreadths from 
the roofing, and it does not enter his mind to fix it because it is not 
noticeable. In that case, the principle of lavud would not apply, and the 
result would be a wall that is less than the minimum requisite height. 


The Gemara asks: And did Abaye actually say that Rabbi Meir is 
concerned about potential death with regard to the sukka walls and 
that Rabbi Yehuda is not concerned?" Didn't we learn in a mishna: 
With regard to the daughter of an Israelite who married a priest and 
her husband went to a country overseas, she may continue to partake 
of teruma as the wife of a priest, as the presumptive status of her 
husband is that he is alive?" Apparently, in the absence of evidence to 
the contrary, the presumption is that one who is alive remains alive. 


alive until evidence is produced to the contrary (Rambam Sefer 
Zeraiim, Hilkhot Terumot 9:2). 
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And we raised a contradiction from a different mishna: If one is 
leaving his place of residence, and in order to preclude a situation 
where his wife would have the status of a deserted wife he gives 
her a conditional bill of divorce and stipulates: This is your bill 
of divorce that will take effect one hour prior to my death," it 
is prohibited for her to partake of teruma immediately due to 
the concern lest he die in the next hour. Apparently, there is 
concern lest one die at any point. 


And Abaye said in resolving the contradiction: This is not dif- 
ficult. This mishna, where the presumption is that one who is 
alive remains alive, is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Meir, who is not concerned about potential death. That mishna, 
where there is concern lest one die at any point, is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who is concerned about 
potential death. 


The Gemara cites proof that these are the opinions of those 
tanna’im. As it is taught in a baraita: In the case of one who 
purchases wine from among the Samaritans" and there is rea- 
son to suspect that teruma and tithes were not taken, and he is 
not in a position to separate teruma, he acts as follows. If there 
are one hundred log of wine in the barrels, he says: Two log that 
I will separate in the future are teruma, as the mandated average 
measure of teruma is one-fiftieth; ten log are first tithe; and a 
tenth of the remainder, which is nine log, are second tithe.’ And 
he deconsecrates the second tithe that he will separate in the 
future, transferring its sanctity to money," and he may drink 
the wine immediately, relying on the separation that he will 
perform later. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 


NOTES 


This is your bill of divorce one hour prior to my death — 17 
NO OTP anx AYW pwr m: A man gives his wife a bill of 
divorce with this stipulation when, for example, they have no 
children and he seeks to prevent her from being subjected to 
halitza or levirate marriage to his brother. Since he does not ac- 
tually wish to divorce her, he seeks to prevent the divorce from 
taking effect for as long as possible. However, since one cannot 
divorce his wife after he dies, it must take effect while he is 
alive. Therefore, he stipulates that the divorce will take effect 
just before his death, as in this context hour means moment. 


The Samaritans - o»mia7: There is a tannaitic dispute pertain- 
ing to the Samaritans with regard to whether their legal status 
is that of Jews who do not observe rabbinic law or that of gen- 
tiles. Ultimately, the ruling is that they are considered gentiles. 
However, in tannaitic literature, mishnayot and baraitot, they 
were still considered suspect Jews. Due to that status, and due 
to the concern that they did not separate teruma and tithes 


from their produce, one who purchases their produce must 
do so. The commentaries explain at length that the Gemara 
is referring to a case where it cannot be determined whether 
teruma and tithes were separated. 


Purchase of wine from Samaritans — Dm3 p2” nop: This 
halakha applies to one who purchases untithed wine from 
a Jew as well; however, since it is prohibited for a Jew to sell 
untithed produce this is uncommon. Therefore, the Gemara 
cites a more common case. 


He deconsecrates [meihel] and drinks - anv Son: Rashi 
explains that the word meihel means: Deconsecrates through 
redemption. Other commentaries explain that it means: Be- 
gins, and that this phrase means: One may begin to drink it 
immediately (Rabbeinu Hananel; Josafot; Rabbi Aaron HaLevi; 
Ritva). A variant reading cited in the name of Rav Hai Gaon 
is mohel, meaning dilutes. One dilutes the wine with water 
and drinks it. 
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HALAKHA 

This is your bill of divorce one hour prior to my death - "13 
NO OTP Nx Tye pwr m: Ifa priest says to his wife, the 
daughter of an Israelite: This is your bill of divorce that will take 
effect one hour prior to my death, then from that moment it is 
prohibited for his wife to eat teruma, as most tanna'im maintain 
that there is concern about potential death (Rabbi David ben 
Zimra; Rambam Sefer Zera‘iim, Hilkhot Terumot 9:1). 


BACKGROUND 


Terumot and tithes — niwy nian: The method of sepa- 
rating terumot and tithes from one hundred units, as in the 
illustration, is as follows: First one separates teruma, which is 
given to priests. The average measure mandated by the Sages 
is one-fiftieth of the produce, or two units in this case. Then he 
separates first tithe, which is given to a Levite. It is one-tenth of 
the remainder, or slightly less than ten units. He then separates 
second tithe, one-tenth of the remainder, or slightly less than 
nine units. The owners of the produce must take the second 
tithe to Jerusalem and eat it there. In the third and sixth years 
of the Sabbatical cycle, instead of second tithe one separates 
poor man’s tithe, which is distributed to the poor. 
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Amounts separated for terumot and tithes from one hundred units of produce 
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Wineskin — “43: Wineskins w were essentially jugs made from 
whole hides taken from different types of animals. Such skins 
were used for many purposes and were especially useful for 
carrying objects and food items. When used for liquids, such 
as water, wine, or oil, care was taken to remove the animal’s 
hide intact, and the hide of the legs was not separated. A hol- 
low reed was inserted into the hide in place of one of the legs 
and served as a spout. However, some jugs had two spouts, 
with reeds inserted in the hide in place of two of the legs. 


Jug made from a whole hide 


Bursting of the wineskini is not common — xd Tat nya 
mau: Although with regard to other matters, “greater vital- 
ity and a greater capacity to avoid harm is attributed to a 
person than even to an animal, in this case a person is more 
susceptible to harm than a wineskin because a wineskin, as 
opposed to a person, can be safeguarded. Furthermore, the 
primary concern with regard to this wineskin is that one 
might eat produce that is teruma by rabbinic law, while with 
regard to a person, if the wife of a priest were to eat teruma 
within an hour of his death, she would violate a Torah prohibi- 
tion (Mitzpe Eitan). 


It is possible that he gave the wineskin to a guard — Wax 
niw mb ‘yon: The later authorities cite several sources hat 
cast doubt on the reliability of a guard. Ostensibly, there is a 
distinction between a sentry and a guard. With regard to a 
sentry, whose responsibility is to identify impending threats 
and inform the people, there is concern that he will not be 
sufficiently vigilant. With regard to a guard, whose responsibil- 
ity is to protect a specific object or to perform a specific task, 
he is expected to be vigilant (see Yad David, Arukh LaNer, and 
Emek Sukkot). 


Retroactive clarification — 773: The issue of retroactive 
clarification appears in several areas of halakha and is linked 
to a number of related topics. The fundamental question is: 
To what extent can retroactive significance be attributed to 
actions? Can an action performed in the present take effect in 
the past? In the words of the Sages: The matter was revealed 
retroactively. The halakhic analysis indicates that opinions 
on this matter range from those who completely negate the 
principle of retroactive clarification to those who apply it in 
all cases. The ruling is that in matters of Torah law there is no 
retroactive clarification, while in matters of rabbinic law there 
is retroactive clarification. 
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Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi Shimon prohibit one 
from doing so due to the concern lest the wineskin burst and the 
contents spill before he has an opportunity to actually separate the 
teruma and tithes. In that case, when he drank the wine, retroac- 
tively, he is found to have drunk untithed produce. Rabbi Meir is 
not concerned about potential change in the status quo, and Rabbi 
Yehuda, who is concerned lest the wineskin burst, would all the 
more so be concerned about potential death. 


The Gemara suggests: Reverse the attribution of the statements 
according to Abaye. Rabbi Meir is concerned about potential 
death, and Rabbi Yehuda is not concerned about potential death, 
as it is taught in a baraita: If one utilized his animal as a wall for 
the sukka, Rabbi Meir deems it unfit and Rabbi Yehuda deems 
it fit. 


The Gemara asks: This is difficult, as there is a contradiction be- 
tween the statement of Rabbi Meir with regard to sukka, where he 
is concerned about potential death, and the other statement of 
Rabbi Meir with regard to separation of teruma and tithes, where 
he is not concerned lest the wineskin burst. The Gemara answers: 
Rabbi Meir could have said to you: Death is common, as every 
living being will eventually die; however, the bursting of the wine- 
skin’ is not common" because it is possible that he gave the wine- 
skin to a guard" for protection so that it does not burst until he has 
the opportunity to separate the required teruma and tithes. 


The Gemara asks: This is difficult, as there is a contradiction be- 
tween the statement of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to sukka, where 
he is not concerned about potential death, and the other statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda with regard to separation of teruma and tithes, 
where he is concerned lest the wineskin burst. 


The Gemara answers: The rationale for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda with regard to tithes is not due to the fact that he is con- 
cerned about the potential bursting of the wineskin; rather, he 
rules that one may not drink the wine because he is not of the 
opinion that there is a principle of retroactive clarification.’ The 
procedure prescribed by Rabbi Meir is based on a fundamental 
assumption that when the separation is actually performed, the 
produce that he separates for teruma and tithes at that point is de- 
termined retroactively to have been teruma and tithes from the 
outset. Rabbi Yehuda does not accept this principle. Therefore, one’s 
subsequent actions do not retroactively determine the original 
status of the produce. 


The Gemara asks: And is Rabbi Yehuda not concerned about the 

potential bursting of the wineskin? But isn’t there proof from the 

fact that it teaches in the latter clause of the baraita that the Sages 

said to Rabbi Meir with regard to tithes: Do you not concede that 

perhaps the wineskin will burst, and it will be determined retro- 
actively that he is drinking untithed produce? And Rabbi Meir 

said to the Sages: That possibility is not a concern. When it actu- 
ally bursts, I will be concerned. This indicates by inference that 

Rabbi Yehuda, who disagrees with Rabbi Meir, is concerned about 

the potential bursting of the wineskin. 


The Gemara answers that there, it is Rabbi Yehuda who is saying 
to Rabbi Meir: For me, I am not of the opinion that there is a 
principle of retroactive clarification, and therefore one cannot 
separate teruma and tithes after drinking the wine. However, ac- 
cording to your opinion that there is a principle of retroactive 
clarification, do you not concede that one may not drink wine 
before separating teruma and tithes due to the concern lest the 
wineskin burst? Rabbi Meir said to him: When it actually bursts, 
I will be concerned. 
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The Gemara asks further: And is Rabbi Yehuda not concerned 
about potential death? Didn’t we learn ina mishna in tractate Yoma 
(2a) that the Sages said with regard to the High Priest prior to Yom 
Kippur: And they would designate another priest in his stead, and 
since the High Priest performing the Yom Kippur service must be 
married, Rabbi Yehuda says: They would even designate another 
wife" for him lest his wife die. Apparently, he is concerned about 
potential death. The Gemara answers: But wasn’t it stated with 
regard to that mishna that this designation is unique to Yom Kippur, 
as Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: They established a high- 
er standard with regard to atonement? Therefore, matters that are 
not a source of concern in other areas of halakha are significant with 
regard to Yom Kippur. 


§ The Gemara asks: Both according to the one who said that an 
animal is an unfit partition due to the concern lest it die, and ac- 
cording to the one who said that it is due to the concern lest it flee, 
apparently it is a full-fledged partition by Torah law, and it is the 
Sages who issued a decree prohibiting its use lest a problem arise. 
However, if that is so, according to Rabbi Meir an animal used as 
a covering for a grave should be impure due to the impurity of the 
covering of a grave." Why, then, did we learn in a mishna (Eiruvin 
15a-b) that Rabbi Yehuda says: Even a living creature imparts rit- 
ual impurity due to the impurity of the covering of a grave, but 
Rabbi Meir deems it pure? If according to Rabbi Meir an animal is 
unfit for use as a partition only due to the concern lest it die or flee, 
but essentially it is a fit partition, why does it not become impure 
when used as a covering of a grave? 


Rather, Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said, contrary to that which was 
stated above: Rabbi Meir holds that any partition that stands by 
means of air," i.e., by intangible means, like an animate being, which 
stands due to its life force, is not a partition. Some say a different 
version of that which Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Rabbi Meir holds 
that any partition that is not established by a person’ is not a 
partition. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between the two 
versions of Rav Aha bar Ya’akov’s statement? The Gemara answers: 
There is a practical difference between them in the case where one 
establishes a partition with an inflated wineskin. According to the 
one who said that a partition that stands by means of air is not a 
partition, this partition also stands by means of air and is therefore 
unfit. According to the one who said that if it is not established 
by a person it is not a partition, 


this partition was established by a person and is therefore fit. 


§ The Master said in the baraita that in the name of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili they said: Nor may one write bills of divorce on it." The 
Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili? It is as it is taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: 
“When a man takes a wife, and marries her, and it comes to pass if 
she finds no favor in his eyes, because he has found some unseemly 
thing in her; that he write her a scroll [sefer]" of severance and give 
it in her hand, and send her out of his house” (Deuteronomy 24:1); 
from the word scroll, I have derived only that a scroll is fit. From 
where do I derive to include all objects as fit materials upon which 
a bill of divorce may be written? The verse states: “That he write 
her,” in any case, i.e., any surface upon which the formula can be 
written. 


NOTES 
Designate another wife — p»pna mins MWe: It is 
written with regard to the High Priest on Yom Kippur: 
“And make atonement for himself, and for his house” 
(Leviticus 16:6). His house is understood to be referring 
to his wife. Therefore, the High Priest must be married 
when effecting atonement. Since there is concern les 
his wife die, another wife is designated so that he wil 
not remain without a wife. 


Partition that stands by means of air — Ntipw ayia 
mia: Apparently, the use of the term air in this contex 
is in the negative sense. In other words, a partition 
must stand by actual and tangible means. Any factor 
that is not discernible through the senses, whether i 
is technically material or spiritual, falls within the rubric 
of air in this context. 


Partition established by a person — mawy nym 
DIK a: Josafot in tractate Eiruvin explain that this 
excludes only objects that one is incapable of creating, 
e.g., animals. However, any object that one is capable 
of creating, even if it was actually formed naturally, e.g., 
partitions of stone or trees, is not unfit, even according 
to this opinion. 


HALAKHA 


If one used an animal as a covering of a grave — Ty 
13) myn Mata: An untethered animal is not con- 
sidered a covering of a grave since it moves from place 
to place (Kesef Mishne). If it is tethered and used as a 
covering of a grave, one who comes into contact with 
itis impure with impurity imparted by a corpse, like one 
who comes into contact with any other covering of a 
grave. After the animal is freed from the tether its legal 
status is like that of any other animal and it is pure, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda in the 
mishna (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 6:4). 


HALAKHA 


Writing a bill of divorce on a live object - ba nnd 
om by: A man may write a bill of divorce on the arm of 
a slave or on the horn of a cow, provided that he does 
not cut off that which he wrote and give it to his wife. 
Rather, he must give her the slave or the animal, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 124:2). 


NOTES 

Scroll [sefer] - 190: By comparing verses in which the 
word sefer appears, the Sages proved that in the Bible, 
it is not referring to a collection of pages. Rather, the 
meaning of sefer is limited in the following ways: In 
terms of its material, it is written on parchment; in terms 
of its form, it is rolled like a scroll, not bound like a book; 
and in terms of its writing, it is written in ink. 
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This file may not 


HALAKHA 


Conditions of the bill of divorce — ait "an: If a man 
stipulates a condition for divorce that permanently binds 
his wife to him, e.g., he divorces her on the condition that 
she will never drink wine, the divorce is not valid. However, 
if the stipulation binds his wife to him for a fixed period, it 
is a valid divorce, and she must fulfill the conditions. There 
are those who hold that even if the fixed period is longer 
than a typical lifetime, the divorce is valid (Shulhan Arukh, 
Even HaEzer 143:20). 
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If so, what is the meaning of that which the verse states: Scroll? It 
is to tell you that a bill of divorce must be written on a surface like a 
scroll: Just as a scroll is neither alive nor is it food, so too, a bill of 
divorce may be written on any object that is neither alive nor food. 
That is why Rabbi Yosei HaGelili invalidates a bill of divorce written 
on a living being. 


The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis, who disagree and say that 

a bill of divorce may be written even on a living creature or on food, 
interpret the verse? They contend: If the verse had written: That he 

write for her in the scroll [ basefer], it would be as you said, that the 

bill of divorce may be written only ona scroll. Now that it is written 

simply: That he write her a sefer, it comes to teach that a mere ac- 
count of the matters [sefirat devarim] is required. There are no re- 
strictions with regard to the surface on which that account may be 

written. 


The Gemara continues: And what do the Rabbis derive from the 
phrase: “That he write her”? The Gemara answers: That phrase is 
required to teach the principle that a woman is divorced only by 
means of writing, i.e., a bill of divorce, and she is not divorced by 
means of money. It might have entered your mind to say: Since in 
the verse, leaving marriage, i.e., divorce, is juxtaposed to becoming 
married," i.e., betrothal, then just as becoming married is effected 
with money, so too, leaving marriage may be effected with money. 
Therefore, the Torah teaches us: “That he write her,” indicating that 
divorce can be effected only with a written bill of divorce. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, from where does he 
derive this reasoning that a woman cannot be divorced with money? 
The Gemara answers: He derives it from the phrase: “A scroll of 
severance,’ which teaches that a scroll, i.e., a written document, 
severs her from her husband, and nothing else severs her from him. 


The Gemara continues: And the other tanna, i.e., the Rabbis, 
requires that verse to teach that a bill of divorce must be a matter 
that severs all connection between him and her. As it is taught in 
a baraita: If a man says to his wife: This is your bill of divorce on 
the condition" that you will never drink wine, or on the condition 
that you will never go to your father’s house, that is not severance; 
the divorce is not valid. Ifa bill of divorce imposes a condition upon 
the woman that permanently binds her to her husband, her relation- 
ship with her husband has not been completely severed, which is 
a prerequisite for divorce. If, however, he imposes a condition for 
the duration of thirty days, or any other limited period of time, that 
is severance, and the divorce is valid, as the relationship will be 
completely terminated at the end of the thirty-day period. 


The Gemara continues: And the other tanna, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, 
derives that a condition without a termination point invalidates the 
divorce from the fact that instead of using the term karet, the verse 
uses the more expanded term keritut. Inasmuch as both terms de- 
note severance, using the longer term teaches two things: Divorce 
can be effected only by means of writing and not through money, and 
divorce requires total severance. And the other tanna, the Rabbis, 
does not derive anything from the expansion of karet to keritut," 
because the Rabbis do not see this as a significant deviation from the 
standard language of the verse. 


Leaving marriage is juxtaposed to becoming married - wpre 
aon) mx»: This juxtaposition of leaving marriage to becoming 
married appears in the verse: “And she departs from his house 
and goes and becomes the wife of another man” (Deuteronomy 
24:2). It serves as the basis for many important halakhot, as the 
relationship between the halakhot of divorce and the halakhot 
of marriage is derived from this juxtaposition. 


NOTES 
The other tanna does not derive anything from the expan- 
sion of karet to keritut - "971 xb mm MD TPN: Apparently, 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili interprets keritut as the plural of karet and 
therefore derives two halakhot with regard to severance. On the 
other hand, the Rabbis interpret keritut as a singular abstract 
noun meaning severance. Therefore, they derive only one hala- 
kha from it. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


nibnem niyen pa ina mips 9009 
W- Ab m7 


TYKY myer ba :apys va em NY 793 
moma TYY - masa ma TYY mbt» 


niyen miso pa ina AwipT pA 
SOT PONI Done NT) AWE - A? NT 
PURI- PPP NDA 


DT KIT KYTI MY PIYTIHDIIKDNT) 
TX wba WY) NT ITA KTD ND 
È yown xp pya nwanwyb 


DYTA ix T IN JON OW mI yaY KA 
DWA 292 DDI TAPT DON jit) - Dp 
KONNAT mM? PAYT 


iaia pr ON, y YTY JOT TPX yY xn 
podem - mney nyw yga pa aia 
mag DEY PIR MIX NP NT DNDN YA 

KONNYA W? VIT 


KaT nY $ THBP es "ere DPN 


In the case of one who establishes his 


MI S H N sukka between the trees," and the trees 


serve as walls for it," the sukka is fit. 
Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Any partition 


GE MA that is not able to stand in a typical 


wind," but rather is blown to and fro, is not a partition. 


The Gemara asks the following question based on that which we 
learned in the mishna: In the case of one who establishes his 
sukka between the trees, and the trees serve as walls for it, the 
sukka is fit. The Gemara asks: But don’t the trees sway back and 
forth in the wind? The Gemara answers: With what are we deal- 
ing here? The mishna is referring to older trees that are thick and 
hard and do not sway in the wind. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t there the issue of its foliage, which 
certainly sways in the wind? If it constitutes part of the wall of 
the sukka, the sukka should be unfit. The Gemara answers: It 
is referring to a case where it is a fit wall due to the fact that he 
established the wall by tying it with hard palm leaves and laurel 
leaves to tighten it to prevent it from swaying in the wind. And 
the Gemara says: If it is so that the tree is tied and cannot 
sway, what purpose is there to state this halakha? It is obvious 
that it is a fit wall. The Gemara answers: It is lest you say: Let us 
issue a decree prohibiting its use lest one come to use the tree" 
on Shabbat. Therefore, the mishna teaches us that this is not a 
concern. 


Come and hear a different proof that a partition that is blown to 
and fro in the wind is a fit partition. The halakha is that double 
boards positioned in the four corners of an area surrounding a 
well render the area a private domain in which it is permitted to 
draw water from the well on Shabbat. If there was a tree there, 
one cubit thick on each side of one of the corners, or a square 
stone fence that measures one square cubit, or a partition of 
reeds, its legal status is assessed like that of a double board‘ 
positioned at the corners of the area surrounding a well, and serve 
as a partition for two of the sides. Apparently, a partition that 
moves in the wind, like the partition of reeds, is considered a 
full-fledged partition. The Gemara refutes this proof: There, too, 
it is only considered a full-fledged partition due to the fact that 
he established the partition by tying it with hard palm leaves 
and laurel leaves. 


The Gemara cites an additional proof. Come and hear that which 

is taught in a baraita: With regard to a tree whose foliage is broad 

and its branches reach down and cover the ground,’ if its foliage 

is not three handbreadths high off the ground it creates a space 

similar to a round room; therefore, one may carry beneath it, as 

it is a full-fledged private domain. Why is the foliage of the tree 

a fit partition? Doesn’t it sway back and forth in the wind? The 

Gemara answers: There, too, it is due to the fact that he estab- 
lished the partition by tying it with hard palm leaves and laurel 

leaves. 


The Gemara asks: If so that it is a case where one established 
the foliage as a complete partition, let him move objects in the 
entire area beneath the tree, since it is a private domain. Why, 
then, did Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, say: One may carry 
beneath this tree 


Trees as walls of a sukka - m1 niid niby: If one estab- 
lishes his sukka among trees such that the trees serve as the 
walls of the sukka, and the tree branches are sturdy or tied in 
a manner that prevents them from swaying to and fro in the 
wind, the sukka is fit. Therefore, one should not use fabric as 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


One who establishes his sukka between the 
trees - mba pa inaw nwiyg: Many of the 
commentaries and halakhic authorities hold that 
this is referring to a case where the roofing is not 
supported by the trees at all, not even from the side. 
The trees serve exclusively as walls (Meir; Magen 
Avraham). Some hold that even if the roofing is 
supported by the trees, the sukka is fit, as the issue 
of supporting roofing with material that is unfit 
roofing was discussed independently (Rav Yehuda 
ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


Let us issue a decree prohibiting its use lest one 
come to use the tree — WARK sme KIDI W 
tonsa: Sitting in a sukka whose walls are trees is not 
considered making use of the trees, as one using an 
object for the purpose of a mitzva is not considered 
to be deriving benefit from it. 


Double board - 7a‘: In certain circumstances, 
the Sages permitted one to draw water from a well 
and carry it in the area surrounding a well based 
on the placement of upright boards around that 
area. The boards must be fixed at the four corners 
of the area at a right angle with each other, creating 
virtual walls on two sides of the area. The Sages said 
that ifa column is thick enough for use as a double 
wall, it is effective although it is not shaped like a 
double post. 


BACKGROUND 


A tree whose branches reach down and cover 
the ground - y%7 by qpa the: The image be- 
low depicts a tree with branches reaching down. 
The Gemara is referring to a tree with branches that 
reach down to the ground on all sides. 

== 


Tree whose branches reach down 


walls for the sukka, as even if it is tied tightly there is concern 
that it will nevertheless sway in the wind (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 630710). 


A partition that is not able to stand in wind - PYRY AYN 


nna Tinyh mbt»: Any partition that cannot stand in a typical 
wind is not a partition. Therefore, if one seeks to use a tree as a 
partition for the purposes of the halakhot of Shabbat, he must 
tie its branches such that they will not sway to and fro in the 
wind (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 362:1). 
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NOTES 


A residence whose uses are for the open air — 74 
wed PEWNY: Based on the Gemara, there are two 
criteria that typify a residence: (1) the existence of properly 
established partitions that are suitable for a residence; 
(2) the intended use of the site. Therefore, conceivably, a 
particular structure would not qualify as a residence if i 
was not intended for that purpose but rather to protec 
the surrounding area. In addition, if a structure is not used 
as a residence on a regular basis and its primary purpose 
is the use of its airspace, its halakhic status is not that o 
a residence (Ritva). 


There too he established the partition with hard palm 
leaves — N¥I72 WAY 123 OA: Some ask: What nove 
element is introduced by the additional sources cited in 
the Gemara? It is obvious that those proofs can be rejected 
in the same manner: It is referring to a case where the 
partition is reinforced with hard palm leaves and laurel 
leaves. One could answer that since this solution describes 
a circumstance that is atypical, the Gemara sought to 
determine whether that solution could be applied in each 
case (see Arukh LaNer). 


Those on the path to perform a mitzva - mya mbw: 
There is a dispute among the halakhic authorities with 
regard to this halakha: Some hold that those engaged 
in performing a mitzva are exempt from performing a 
different mitzva only if doing so would interfere with per- 
formance of the first, e.g., in a case where searching for a 
sukka would lengthen their trip and delay performance 
of the mitzva they set out to perform. Others hold that 
they are exempt based on the principle: One engaged 
in performance of a mitzva is exempt from performing 
another mitzva, even if both could be performed without 
particular exertion (Or Zarua). 


When you sit...and when you walk — J739.. J03: 
The question arises: Isn't a groom also engaged in perfor- 
mance of a mitzva? Why, then, is a specific verse necessary 
to exempt him from reciting Shema? Isn't the general 
exemption sufficient? One could answer that a groom is 
certainly exempt when actually engaged in performance 
of the mitzva or preparing to perform it. However, during 
the wedding, others are engaged in serving him while 
he is passive and one might think that he would then 
be obligated to recite Shema. Therefore, he requires an 
exemption due to his preoccupation. 


HALAKHA 


One who established his Shabbat residence on a 
mound. ..and similarly in a cavity - ypa 12)..203 naw: 
If one established his Shabbat residence in an area up to 
two beit se'a enclosed by partitions that were not initially 
established for the purpose of residence, the halakhic 
status of that area is that of four cubits. Therefore, one 
may carry on Shabbat in the entire area of a mound ten 
handbreadths high, a cavity ten handbreadths deep, or 
a field of grain with stalks surrounding it (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 396:2). 


A groom and Shema - yng mee p: A groom who 
marries a virgin is exempt from reciting Shema, even for 
two or three days following the wedding, until he con- 
summates the marriage, due to concern that as a result 
of his preoccupation, he might not have the proper in- 
tent when reciting Shema. That was the halakha in earlier 
generations; however, in later generations, when it is the 
norm to recite Shema without proper intent, a groom is 
obligated to recite Shema (Tosafot; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 70:3). 
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only within an area of two beit sea, the area necessary to grow two 
sea of produce? Two beit sea was the area of the Tabernacle court- 
yard; it is also the area within which the Sages permitted one 
to carry on Shabbat in a case where there are partitions but the 
area was not originally enclosed for the purpose of residence. If 
one tied the foliage to prevent its swaying in the wind, he clearly 
established the partition for residence, and there should be no 
limits on the area in which he may carry. 


The Gemara answers: The reason that it is permitted to carry only 
if the enclosed area is less than this size is because it is aresidence 
whose uses are for the open air" beyond it, i.e., it is used by guards 
who are watching the fields beyond it rather than as an indepen- 
dent residence. And the halakha with regard to any residence 
whose uses are for the open air beyond it is that one may carry 
in it only if its area is no larger than two beit sea. 


Come and hear proof from another source: With regard to one 
who established his Shabbat residence on a mound that is ten 
handbreadths high and its area is anywhere from four cubits to 
two beit se'a; and similarly, with regard to one who established 
his Shabbat residence in a natural cavity" of a rock that is ten 
handbreadths deep and its area is anywhere from four cubits to 
two beit se'a; and similarly, with regard to one who established his 
Shabbat residence in a field of reaped grain, and rows of stalks 
ten handbreadths high that have not been reaped surround it, 
serving as a partition enclosing the reaped area, he may walk in 
the entire enclosed area and outside it an additional two thou- 
sand cubits. Apparently, the stalks are a fit partition although 
they sway back and forth in the wind. The Gemara refutes this 
proof: There, too, it is a fit partition due to the fact that he estab- 
lished the partition by tying it with hard palm leaves" and laurel 
leaves. 


MI SH NA Those on the path to perform a mitzva™ 


are exempt from the mitzva of sukka. The 
ill and their caretakers are exempt from the mitzva of sukka. 
One may eat and drink in the framework of a casual meal outside 


the sukka. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: From where are these 
matters derived that one who is perform- 
ing a mitzva is exempt from the mitzva of sukka? The Sages taught 
in a baraita that it is written in the Torah that one recites Shema 
at the following times: “When you sit in your house, and when 
you walk by the way, and when you lie down, and when you rise 
up” (Deuteronomy 6:7). The Sages interpret: “When you sit in 
your house,” to the exclusion of one who is engaged in the 
performance of a mitzva, who is not sitting at home; “and when 
you walk" by the way,’ to the exclusion of a groom, who is preoc- 
cupied with his mitzva of consummating the marriage and is not 
walking along the way. The baraita adds that from here the Sages 
stated: One who marries a virgin is exempt from reciting Shema 
on his wedding night, and one who marries a widowis obligated." 


The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred in this verse 
that a groom is exempt from the mitzva of Shema? Rav Huna said: 
The circumstances when one is obligated to recite Shema are like 
the circumstances when one walks along the way: Just as the 
walking by the way described in the verse is voluntary and in- 
volves no mitzva, so too, all those obligated to recite Shema are 
similarly engaged in voluntary activities, to the exclusion of this 
groom, who is engaged in the performance of a mitzva. 
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The Gemara asks: The verse does not specify the way along which one 
is walking. Are we not dealing with one who is walking along the 
way for a matter of a mitzva, and nevertheless, the Merciful One 
says to recite Shema? Apparently, one is obligated to do so even if he 
set out to perform a mitzva. The Gemara answers: If it is so that the 
intention was to obligate even those who are engaged in performance 
of a mitzva, let the verse state: When sitting and when walking. 
What is the meaning of: “When you sit... and when you walk”? It 
comes to underscore: It is in your walking, undertaken for personal 
reasons and of one’s own volition, that you are obligated to recite 
Shema; in walking with the objective of performing a mitzva, you 
are exempt from reciting Shema. 


The Gemara asks: If so, even one who marries a widow should also 
be exempt, as he too is engaged in the performance of a mitzva. That, 
however, contradicts the baraita. The Gemara responds that there is 
a distinction between one marrying a virgin and one marrying a 
widow. One who marries a virgin is preoccupied by his concern lest 
he discover that his bride is not a virgin, while one who marries a 
widow is not preoccupied. 


The Gemara asks: And wherever one is preoccupied is he indeed 
exempt? But if that is so, then one whose ship sank at sea, who is 
preoccupied, should also be exempt. The Gemara reinforces its ques- 
tion: And if you say that indeed, that is so, didn’t Rabbi Abba bar 
Zavda say that Rav said: A mourner is obligated in all the mitzvot 
mentioned in the Torah, including reciting Shema, except for the 
mitzva to don phylacteries, from which he is exempt," as the term 
splendor is stated with regard to phylacteries?" Ifa mourner, who is 
clearly pained and preoccupied, is obligated to recite Shema, then 
certainly all others who are preoccupied, even one whose ship sank 
at sea, whose loss was merely monetary (Birkat Hashem), should be 
obligated. Why, then, is a groom exempted due to his preoccupation 
and one who lost his property is not? 


The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, there is a distinction between the 
cases. Here, in the case of a groom, he is preoccupied with the pre- 
occupation of a mitzva that he must perform; there, in the case of 
a ship lost at sea, he is preoccupied with the preoccupation of a 
voluntary act that he chooses to perform. 


§ The Gemara asks: And is the halakhic principle that one who is 
engaged in a mitzva is exempt from performing another mitzva 
derived from here? It is derived from there, as it is taught in a ba- 
raita that it is written: “There were certain men who were impure 
by the corpse of a person and they could not observe the Pesah on 
that day” (Numbers 9:6). Before proceeding with the discussion, the 
baraita seeks to clarify with regard to those men who became impure: 
Who were they?" The baraita answers: They were the bearers of 
Joseph’s coffin," which the Jewish people brought with them in the 
desert. This is the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili. 


Rabbi Akiva says: They were Mishael and Elzaphan," who were 
engaged in carrying the bodies of Nadav and Avihu after they were 
burned in the Holy of Holies (see Leviticus 10:4). Rabbi Yitzhak says: 
These identifications are inaccurate, because if they were the bearers 
of Joseph’s coffin, they could have already been purified. They were 
camped at Sinai sufficient time to become purified in time to sacrifice 
the Paschal lamb. And if they were Mishael and Elzaphan they could 
have already been purified, as the Tabernacle was erected on the first 
of Nisan, which was the eighth day of the inauguration, when the sons 
of Aaron were burned. More than seven days remained until the eve 
of Passover on the fourteenth of Nisan. 


HALAKHA 


A mourner is exempt from phylacteries - 1105 bax 
pyama: Itis prohibited for a mourner to don phylacteries 
on the first day of mourning, but he is obligated to do so 
thereafter (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 38:5). 


NOTES 


As the term splendor is stated with regard to phylacter- 
ies — %3 773 WIKI IAW: There is a dispute among the 
commentaries: Some say that a mourner is exempt from 
the mitzva of phylacteries based on the rationale that 
splendor, which is antithetical to mourning, is written 
with regard to phylacteries (Rosh; others). Others main- 
tain that the mourner is exempt due to a Torah decree, 
proof of which is that Ezekiel was commanded to don 
phylacteries while in mourning, indicating that other 
mourners are exempt (see Tosafot). 


Those men who became impure, who were they — 
yt 1a DOIN ODIN: The early authorities ask: What is the 
point of this question? Clearly, in a group the size of the 
Jewish people in the desert, there are bound to be peo- 
ple who are impure with impurity imparted by a corpse. 
Some explain that the reason for the attempt to identify 
these men is that their question was an intelligent one, 
as explained below. Therefore, an attempt was made to 
ascertain their identity (Rabbi Aaron HaLevi). 


The bearers of Joseph's coffin - qp by iN CDi: 
Although they are not mentioned by name, presumably 
those chosen to perform this significant mitzva were 
particularly worthy, and so it comes as no surprise that 
they asked a significant question (Rabbi Aaron HaLevi). 


NOTES 

They were Mishael and Elzaphan - 97 pede) Sxwon: 
Even according to the opinion that the inauguration of 
Aaron and his sons as priests began on the New Moon of 
Nisan, sufficient time remained for Mishael and Elzaphan 
to be purified before Passover, as in that case the day that 
the sons of Aaron were burned was seven days before 
Passover. 
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NOTES 


Engaged in tending to a corpse whose burial is a 
mitzva — my2 ma pppiy: Everyone agrees that the 
people consulted with Moses before tending to the 
corpse. Moses instructed them to bury the corpse and 
subject themselves to impurity. That is why they ap- 
proached him and claimed that they should not be 
excluded from partaking in the Paschal lamb. This is the 
source for the principle: One engaged in performing a 
mitzva is exempt from performing other mitzvot (see 
Rashi, Ritva, and Arukh LaNer). 


Where there is karet — 113 X27: Even though there is 
no karet in this specific case, the mitzva of sacrificing the 
Paschal lamb is considered more stringent, as there are 
circumstances where one who fails to partake is liable 
to be punished with karet (Sefat Emet). 


Suffering that is caused by the sukka itself — xx 
KaT: This suffering is caused by sitting in the sukka 
itself while the suffering of a mourner is unrelated to 
the sukka. Indeed, there are early authorities who say 
that if remaining in the sukka causes the mourner to 
suffer to the extent that he feels that he cannot mourn 
appropriately, he is exempt from the mitzva of sukka. 


HALAKHA 

One impure with impurity imparted by a corpse 
on Passover — np33 nA Kav: If one is impure with 
impurity imparted by a corpse and his seventh day of 
impurity coincides with Passover eve, then although he 
immersed himself and was sprinkled with the waters of 
purification and is eligible to eat consecrated food in 
the evening, the Paschal lamb is not slaughtered on his 
behalf, since he is not eligible during the day. Rather, he 
defers observance of the Paschal lamb until the second 
Pesah. The halakha is in accordance with this opinion 
because Rav supports it and the Gemara is based on his 
opinion (Kesef Mishne; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 6:2). 


A mourner is obligated in the mitzva of sukka -52% 
nawa am: A mourner is obligated to perform the 
mitzva of sukka as he is obligated in all other mitzvot 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 640:5). 
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Rather, they were unnamed people who were engaged in tending 
to a corpse whose burial is a mitzva," i.e., which has no one else 
available to bury it, and their seventh day of impurity occurred 
precisely on the eve of Passover," as it is stated: “And they could 
not observe the Pesah on that day” (Numbers 9:6). The Gemara 
infers: On that day they could not observe it; on the next day 
they could observe it. Although they would be purified at nightfall 
and would then be eligible to partake of the Paschal lamb, at the 
time of the slaughter and the sprinkling of the blood they were not 
yet pure. They asked whether the Paschal lamb could be slaugh- 
tered on their behalf. Apparently, they were obligated to perform 
the mitzva of burial of the corpse although it prevented them from 
fulfilling the mitzva of sacrificing the Paschal lamb, which is a 
stringent mitzva. This is the source for the principle that one en- 
gaged in the performance of a mitzva is exempt from performing 
another mitzva. 


The Gemara answers: Both sources are necessary. As, if it had 
taught us there, in the case of impurity imparted by a corpse, the 
conclusion would have been that the exemption from sacrificing 
the Paschal lamb is due to the fact that the time of the obligation 
of the Pesah had not yet arrived when they were obligated to bury 
the corpse, and therefore they proceeded to fulfill the mitzva that 
they encountered first. However, here, where the time to recite 
Shema had already arrived during the wedding, say no, that the 
groom is not exempt; therefore, it is necessary to teach that the 
groom is exempt. And if it had taught us here, with regard to She- 
ma, the conclusion would have been that the exemption from 
Shema is due to the fact that it is not a stringent mitzva, as there is 
no karet administered to one who fails to fulfill it. However, there, 
with regard to the Paschal lamb, where there is karet" administered 
to one who fails to observe the Pesah, say that one is not exempt 
from performing it. Therefore, it is necessary to teach both cases. 


§ With regard to the matter itself, Rabbi Abba bar Zavda said 
that Rav said: A mourner is obligated in all the mitzvot men- 
tioned in the Torah except for the mitzva to don phylacteries, 
from which a mourner is exempt, as the term splendor is stated 
with regard to phylacteries, and it is not proper for a mourner to 
adorn himself in this manner. This is derived from the fact that the 
Merciful One said to Ezekiel: “Sigh in silence; make no mourning 
for the dead, bind your splendor upon you, and put your shoes 
upon your feet” (Ezekiel 24:17). Ezekiel was commanded to refrain 
from mourning for his wife in the manner that others do. God said 
to Ezekiel: You are obligated to don phylacteries even while 
mourning; however, everyone else is exempt. 


The Gemara comments: This exemption applies only on the first 
day of mourning, as it is written: “And I will make it as the mourn- 
ing for an only son, and the end thereof as a bitter day” (Amos 
8:10). From this verse it is derived that the primary bitterness of a 
mourner lasts only one day. 


On a similar note, Rabbi Abba bar Zavda said that Rav said: A 
mourner is obligated in the mitzva of sukka." The Gemara asks: 
That is obvious; why would he be exempt? The Gemara answers: 
Lest you say that since Rabbi Abba bar Zavda said that Rav said 

that one who is suffering due to his presence in the sukka is ex- 
empt from the mitzva of sukka, one could have said that this 

mourner too is one who is suffering and should be exempt as well. 
Therefore, he teaches us that the mourner is obligated in the mitz- 
va of sukka. These cases are not similar, since this exemption from 

sukka applies only with regard to suffering that is caused by the 

sukka itself," e.g., when one is cold or hot or when the roofing has 

a foul odor. However, here, in the case of a mourner, where he is 

causing himself to suffer unrelated to his presence in the sukka, he 

is required to settle himself and fulfill the mitzva. 
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§ And Rabbi Abba bar Zavda said that Rav said: The groom 
and the groomsmen’ and all members of the wedding party 
who participate in the wedding celebration are exempt from the 
mitzva of sukka" for all seven days of the wedding celebration." 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason that they are exempt? It is 
because they wish to rejoice. The Gemara asks: And let them 
eat in the sukka and rejoice in the sukka. The Gemara answers: 
The celebration of a wedding is only in the wedding home where 
the newlyweds reside after the marriage ceremony. The Gemara 
asks: So let them eat in the sukka like everyone else and rejoice 
in the wedding home. The Gemara answers: There is joy only 
in the place where there is a meal. Therefore, since the celebra- 
tion must be in the home of the newlyweds, the meal must also 
be there. 


The Gemara asks: And let them establish the wedding home in 
the sukka. Abaye said: This may not be done due to the prohibi- 
tion against seclusion of the bride with a man other than her 
husband. As the sukka was often established on a rooftop, if the 
groom went downstairs at any point, the bride could find herself 
alone in the sukka with a man. And Rava said: The reason is due 
to the suffering of the groom. Since the sukka is not enclosed on 
all sides, he will be unable to enjoy privacy with his bride. The 
Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between them? 
The Gemara answers: The practical difference between them 
is in a case where people regularly enter and leave the sukka. 
According to the one who said that the reason is due to the 
prohibition against being alone together, there is no room for 
concern in that case. However, according to the one who said 
that the reason is due to the suffering of the groom, there is 
room for concern in that case as well. 


Rabbi Zeira said: I married on the eve of the festival of Sukkot 
and I ate in the sukka" and rejoiced in the wedding home, and 
all the more so my heart rejoiced as I fulfilled two mitzvot: The 
mitzva of marriage and the accompanying celebration, and the 
mitzva of sukka. Nevertheless, he did not require others to do 
the same. 


The Sages taught: The groom and the groomsmen and all the 
members of the wedding party are exempt from the mitzva of 
prayer" and from the mitzva of phylacteries"" because they are 
unable to muster the requisite intent due to the excess of joy and 
levity; but they are obligated in the mitzva of reciting Shema. 


NOTES 


A groom with regard to the mitzva of sukka — 718A jn: 
Various reasons have been suggested to explain why a 
groom is exempt from the mitzva of sukka. According to 
Rashi, there is insufficient room in a sukka for the groom to 
be alone with his bride. Most commentaries explain that it 
is due to the fact that the groom wants his friends to share 
with him in the joy of the wedding and is distressed because 
there is generally insufficient room for them in a sukka (Meiri 
and others). Others say the reason for the exemption is that 
at that moment he is technically engaged in performance 
of the mitzva to cheer his wife (Deuteronomy 24:5) and re- 
joice with her, exempting him from the mitzva of sukka (see 
Rosh and Ran). 


late in the sukka - nawa Dox sats: Most halakhic authorities 
hold that Rabbi Zeira conducted himselfin a pious manner but 
that others are not obligated to do so (geonim; Rabbi Yitzhak 
ibn Giat; Rif; Beit Yosef). However, from the Jerusalem Talmud it 
appears that in his opinion everyone is obligated to act in this 
manner. Others say that although the groom is exempt, the 


groomsmen are obligated when they are not actually involved 
in celebrating the wedding (see Yefe Einayim and others). 


A groom is exempt from the mitzva of prayer — pa 1103 JON 
mann: Some explain that this is because prayer requires intent, 
and those involved in celebrating the wedding are not in an 
appropriate state of mind to pray. Alternatively, this is because 
prayer must be recited standing in one place, and doing so 
would interfere with the celebration (Talmidei Rabbeinu Yona) 
Possibly the exemption is derived by means of an a fortiori infer- 
ence from Shema: If one is exempt from reciting Shema, which 
is a Torah obligation, all the more so is he exempt from prayer, 
which is required by rabbinic law (Rashi and others). 


A groom is exempt from the mitzva of phylacteries - jnn 
pyon pa WW: Some say that he is exempt because he is 
engaged in performance of a mitzva (Tosafot; Rosh; and oth- 
ers). Others explain that the reason is that a wedding is a place 
where intoxication and levity are the norm, and it is inappropri- 
ate to don phylacteries in that state (Rashi; see Rid the Younger 
and others). 


BACKGROUND 
The groom and the groomsmen — prawiwm py: A 
groomsman is the groom's friend and companion. Unlike 
weddings today, in which the best man simply accompa- 
nies the groom to the wedding canopy, in the times of the 
Mishna and Gemara the best man tended to all the groom's 
needs and even prepared a special banquet in his honor. The 
relationship between the groomsman and the groom was 
a particularly close one, and the term came to be used to 
describe friendship in general. There is a halakhic element to 
this relationship, as the groom is obligated to return the favor 
and serve as groomsman at the wedding of his groomsman. 


HALAKHA 


Groom and groomsmen with regard to the mitzva of 
sukka — Aa Mya prawivm jan: A groom and his grooms- 
men are exempt from the mitzva of sukka, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav. However, the halakhic authorities 
of recent generations (Eliya Rabba; Derekh HaHayyim; and 
others) adopt the opinion of the Rosh and the Meiri, who 
rule in accordance with the statement of Rabbi Zeira that 
the groom should fulfill the mitzva of sukka (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 640:6). 


Groom and groomsmen with regard to the mitzva of phy- 
lacteries - prana prawivm n: A groom and his grooms- 
men are exempt from the mitzva of phylacteries. However, 
nowadays, the custom is that they are obligated to don 
phylacteries, and they also recite Shema and pray (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 38:7, and in the comment of the Rema). 
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HALAKHA 


Scribes of Torah scrolls, phylacteries, and mezuzot — ‘amid 
nin pyan Db: Scribes of Torah scrolls, phylacteries 
and mezuzot, the merchants who purchase the scrolls from 
them, and all those who engage in the labor of Heaven are 
exempt from donning phylacteries all day except for when 
they recite Shema and pray (Beit Yosef). The Rema holds that 
if they are actually engaged in their labor, they are exempt 
even from reciting Shema, prayer, and donning phylacteries, 
in accordance with the principle that those engaged in per- 
forming a mitzva are exempt from other mitzvot. However, 
if they can perform both without exertion, they should do 
so. The later authorities ruled in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rema (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 38:8). 


Travelers with regard to the mitzva of sukka - D311 bin 
m1 Myra: Travelers who travel during the day for their 
business are exempt from sukka during the day and obli- 
gated at night. Those who travel at night are exempt at night 
and obligated during the day. According to the Rema, citing 
Beit Yosef, they are not required to build their own sukka. 
Therefore, if they do not find a sukka, they may continue on 
their way without a sukka. Nevertheless, one who makes the 
effort to eat and sleep in a sukka is praiseworthy (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 640:8). 


Guardians of the city during the day with regard to the 
mitzva of sukka — nao Mya Ova vyg yai: Guardians of 
the city during the day are exempt from the mitzva of sukka 
during the day. Guardians at night are exempt at night. Those 
who guard both by day and by night are exempt as long as 
they are on duty (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 640:9). 


Guardians of gardens and orchards with regard to the 
mitzva of sukka - ADI Mya wota Naa yi: Guard- 
ians of gardens and Orchards are exempt from the mitzva 
of sukka both by day and by night because if the watchman 
establishes a fixed place to reside in the sukka, thieves will 
enter from elsewhere. Therefore, one who is guarding piles 
of grain and the like, which can be guarded in one place, is 
obligated to establish a sukka there (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 640:9). 


NOTES 
They and the merchants who sell them — ppm 17: The 
later authorities rule that merchants who sell items used for 
mitzvot are exempt from performing mitzvot only when 
their primary intention is to facilitate performance of mitzvot 
and not primarily to make a profit (see Magen Avraham and 
Shulhan Arukh HaRav). 


Guardians of the city — vyg yaw: In the Jerusalem Talmud 
it is explained that these guardians of the city are a military 
force protecting the city from attack and are not merely 
safeguarding money. The legal status of the latter is that of 
guardians of gardens. 


And let them establish a sukka there, etc. — 7310 "ayr 
"1007: Some explain that since the men could not reside in 
the sukka there with their wives, as that would be immodest, 
they are unable to fulfill the Torah obligation of residence 
(Piskei Rid). Alternatively, they are exempt because residence 
outside the city is not the typical mode of residence (Ritva). 
Another explanation is that there is concern lest it rain there, 
rendering it impossible to reside there (Meiri). 


Reside as you dwell — 17 pya 13W77: Abaye was not the 
first to assert this principle; it was already taught in a baraita. 
The commentaries note that this principle is the basis for all 
halakhot permitting one to exit the sukka, as the sukka must 
be a dwelling. Therefore, under any circumstances where 
one would not dwell in his residence, he is not required 
to remain in the sukka or even to establish a sukka in the 
first place. 
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In the name of Rabbi Sheila they said: A groom is exempt from 
the mitzva of Shema, but the groomsmen and all the members 
of the wedding party are obligated. 


§ It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya said: 
With regard to scribes of Torah scrolls, phylacteries, and 
mezuzot," they themselves, and the merchants who sell them," 
and the merchants who purchase them from the first mer- 
chants and sell them to others, and all who are engaged in the 
labor of Heaven, which comes to include the sellers of the 
sky-blue dye” for ritual fringes, are all exempt from the mitzva 
of reciting Shema and from prayer and from donning phylac- 
teries and from all mitzvot that are mentioned in the Torah 
while they are engaged in that labor. This statement comes to 
fulfill the statement of Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, as Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili would say: One who is engaged in a mitzva is exempt 
from another mitzva. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: Travelers who travel during the 
day are exempt from the mitzva of sukka" during the day and 
are obligated at night. Travelers by night are exempt from the 
mitzva of sukka at night and obligated during the day. Travel- 
ers both during the day and at night are exempt from the 
mitzva of sukka both during the day and at night. Those who 
travel for a matter of mitzva are exempt both during the day 
and at night, because they are preoccupied with the mitzva, even 
if they are not traveling at night, as in this recurring incident 
involving Rav Hisda and Rabba bar Rav Huna. The Gemara 
relates: When they would enter the house of the Exilarch on 
the Shabbat of the Festival’ to hear his Festival homily, they 
would sleep on the bank of the Sura River and not in a sukka. 
They said in explanation: We are ones on the path to perform 
a mitzva and are exempt from the mitzva of sukka. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: Guardians of the city" who guard 
during the day are exempt from the mitzva of sukka" during 
the day and are obligated at night. Guardians of the city at 
night are exempt from the mitzva of sukka at night and are 
obligated during the day. Those who guard the city both dur- 
ing the day and at night are exempt from the mitzva of sukka 
both during the day and at night. 


Guardians of gardens and orchards are exempt from sukka" 

both during the day and at night. The Gemara asks: And let 

them establish a sukka there" in the garden and reside there. 
Why are they exempt from the mitzva of sukka? Abaye said: The 

reason for the exemption is the verse: “In sukkot shall you reside” 
(Leviticus 23:42), which the Sages interpreted to mean: Reside 

as you dwell" in your permanent home. Since preparing a sukka 

that is a fully equipped dwelling in the orchard far from his house 

would involve considerable exertion, the mitzva does not apply 

to him. 


BACKGROUND 


Sky-blue dye — nban: This is referring to a special dye produced 
from a species of snail. In talmudic times this dye was already 
quite rare, and the means of preparing it, including the species 
of snail used, were eventually forgotten. In recent generations 
efforts have been made to identify the snail and to resume 
use of the dye. In the Torah (Numbers 15:38) there is a positive 
mitzva to use wool dyed this color for ritual fringes. One of the 
four threads of the fringes must be dyed with this blue dye, 
and it is wound around the other threads. However, fulfillment 
of the mitzva to wear fringes is not contingent on one of the 
threads being dyed, and today virtually all ritual fringes are 
made without the dyed thread. In addition, wool dyed this color 


was used in the priestly vestments. Some of these, such as the 
sash, the ephod, and the breastplate, have elements that consist 
of wool dyed with this dye, and the robe is woven entirely with 
wool dyed sky-blue. 


On the Shabbat of the Festival - xan xmawa: This was ap- 
parently a festive occasion in which many Torah ‘scholars from 
various locales participated. They came to honor the Exilarch by 
greeting him on the Festival. On that occasion, either the Exi- 
larch ora member of his family would deliver a homily before all 
those gathered there. This ritual was considered a mitzva, both 
due to all the Sages gathered there and due to the deference 
shown to the Exilarch, a descendant of the royal house of David. 
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Rava said: A breach summons the thief. If the guardian builds 
a sukka, thieves will know where the guardian is located in the 
field and they will enter the field elsewhere. The exemption of 
the watchman from the mitzva of sukka prevents that situation. 
The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between the 
two reasons given? The Gemara answers: There is a difference 
between them in a case where he is guarding a pile of fruit, 
which can be guarded from inside the sukka; therefore, accord- 
ing to Rava, in that case the guard would be obligated in the 
mitzva of sukka. However, since the sukka in the orchard is not 
like a fully equipped home, in Abaye’s opinion he would still 
be exempt in that case. 


§ It is stated in the mishna: The ill and their caretakers are 
exempt from the mitzva of sukka." The Sages taught in a barai- 
ta: The ill person that they said is exempt from sukka is not 
only an ill person whose condition is critical, but even an ill 
person whose condition is not critical, and even one who feels 
pain in his eyes, and even one who feels pain in his head. Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel said: One time I felt pain in my eyes 
in Caesarea," and the esteemed Rabbi Yosei ben Halafta per- 
mitted me and my attendant to sleep outside the sukka. 


The Gemara relates a similar tale: Rav permitted Rav Aha 
Bardela to sleep beneath a canopy in the sukka due to the 
biting flies [ baki].' He permitted this although the canopy was 
more than ten handbreadths high and in sleeping beneath it he 
did not fulfill his obligation. Rava permitted Rabbi Aha bar 
Adda to sleep outside the sukka due to the foul odor of the 
earth [gargishta]' floor of the sukka. 


The Gemara comments: Rava conforms to his line of reason- 
ing, as Rava said: One who suffers in the sukka is exempt 
from the mitzva of sukka." The Gemara asks: But didn’t we 
learn in the mishna that the ill and their caretakers are exempt 
from the mitzva of sukka? By inference, with regard to an 
ill person, yes, he is exempt; with regard to one who suffers, 
no, he is not exempt. The Sages say: With regard to an ill per- 
son, he and his caretakers are exempt; however, with regard 
to one who merely suffers in the sukka, he is exempt but his 
caretakers are not. 


HALAKHA 


The ill and their caretakers with regard to the mitzva of 
sukka - ADI MA DPA obin: The ill people and their 
caretakers are exempt from the mitzva of sukka. This is ap- 
plicable not only to one who is critically ill but even to one 
suffering from a headache or from pain in his eyes. Some say 
that the caretakers are exempt only when the ill person needs 
their help. Later authorities wrote (see Sha‘arei Teshuva) that 
if the caretaker can excuse himself without exertion from 
tending to the ill person, e.g., in a case where there are two 
attendants, he is obligated to perform the mitzva of sukka 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 640:3). 


One who suffers with regard to the mitzva of sukka — 
nao Naa woran: One who suffers in the sukka, but whose 
attendants do not, is exempt from the mitzva of sukka for the 
entire Festival except for the first night, when he is obligated 


to eat an olive-bulk of food in the sukka. The definition of one 
who suffers is one who is unable to sleep in the sukka due to 
the wind, odor, flies, and the like. However, this exemption ap- 
plies only if he did not originally establish the sukka in a place 
where he knew that he would suffer. If one established a sukka 
in a place of that kind, he does not fulfill his obligation, even 
if he resides there (Mordekhai). Furthermore, the fact that one 
is unable to sleep in the sukka comfortably is not sufficient to 
exempt him from the mitzva (Terumat HaDeshen). In general, 
a person is considered to be one who suffers only if the cause 
of his suffering typically causes people to suffer. In addition, 
a person is not in the category of one who suffers unless it is 
the actual residence in the sukka that causes the suffering and 
there would be no suffering were he to eat outside the sukka 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 640:4). 


BACKGROUND 


Caesarea — 199p: This was a coastal settlement originally 
ounded in the fourth century BCE. In 30 BCE King Herod de- 
veloped the site and called it Caesarea. At the beginning of 
he Common Era (6 CE) the Romans established Caesarea as 
he administrative capital of Eretz Yisrael. Originally most of 
Caesarea’s residents were non-Jewish, and even later, when 
he Jewish community there expanded and became more 
established, the town remained essentially non-Jewish. Never- 
heless, particularly after the bar Kokheva revolt, it was home 
o prominent Torah scholars and had its own yeshiva. Among 
he prominent tannaim who lived in Caesarea were bar Kappara 
and Rabbi Oshaya Rabba, disciples of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 
Prominent amoraiim also lived there, including Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Hanina; Rabbi Abbahu and his sons; Rabbi Hanina bar 
Pappa; Rabbi Yitzhak ben Elazar; and Rabbi Hizkiya. Sections of 
the Jerusalem Talmud were apparently redacted in Caesarea. 


LANGUAGE 
Biting flies [baki]— "pa: Similar to the Arabic 48, baqqah, mean- 
ing bug or biting insect. 


Earth [gargishta] - xI»: The origin of this word is Semitic. It 
is similar to the Arabic jue ye, jirjis. It means a type of soft earth 
used to seal packages and similar items. 
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NOTES 
Two or three egg-bulks - wa nbn ix EA: This 
formulation of Rav Yosef is apparently related to the 
tannaitic dispute with regard to the measure of two 
meals. Therefore, he established the measure of less 
than a meal at two or three egg-bulks (Rav Ya'akov 
Emden; Zera Yitzhak). 


There is no concept of substantial duration with 
regard to sleep — ayy yap prs: A similar idea was 
cited in the Jerusalem Talmud. Since one sometimes 
suffices with a brief nap, any sleep can be considered 
substantial. 
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§ The mishna continues: One may eat and drink in the framework of 
a casual meal outside the sukka." The Gemara asks: And how much 
food is considered a casual meal? Rav Yosef said: It is two or three 
egg-bulks" of bread. Abaye said to him: But often, doesn’t a person 
suffice with that measure of food, and then its legal status is that of a 
formal meal? Rather, Abaye said: A casual meal is like the measure 
that a student of the academy of Rav tastes and then enters the study 
hall to hear the lecture. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One may eat a casual meal outside the 
sukka, but one may not take even a brief nap outside the sukka.” The 
Gemara asks: What is the reason for this distinction? After all, sleep- 
ing in the sukka is an obligation just as eating in the sukka is an obliga- 
tion. Rav Ashi said: It is prohibited to nap outside the sukka due to a 
decree lest he fall into a deep sleep. 


Abaye said to him: But with regard to that halakha which is taught 
in a baraita: A person may take a brief nap while donning phylacter- 
ies" but substantial sleep is not permitted. Let us be concerned in 
that case as well lest he fall into a deep sleep. Rav Yosef, son of Rav 
Illai, said: There is no concern with regard to phylacteries, as it is a 
case where one assigns responsibility for ensuring that his sleep will 
not be prolonged to others. 


Rav Mesharshiyya strongly objects to Abaye’s statement: Your guar- 
antor, who ensures that you do not sleep too long, requires a guaran- 
tor to ensure that he does not do the same. Rather, Rabba bar bar 
Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: We are dealing with a case 
where he places his head between his knees, a position that does not 
lend itself to deep sleep. Rava said: Neither with regard to sukka nor 
with regard to phylacteries is there concern lest he fall into a deep sleep. 
Taking a brief nap outside the sukka is prohibited because there is no 
concept of substantial duration with regard to sleep," i.e., there is no 
halakhic difference between a brief nap and a longer-lasting sleep. 
Depending on circumstances, sleep of any duration can be considered 
substantial and is therefore prohibited outside a sukka. 


The Gemara comments that it is taught in one baraita: A person may 
take a brief nap with phylacteries, but substantial sleep is not permit- 
ted. And it was taught in another baraita: Both substantial sleep and 
a brief nap are permitted. And it was taught in another baraita: Nei- 
ther substantial sleep nor a brief nap is permitted. The Gemara ex- 
plains that this is not difficult: This baraita, where it is taught that even 
a brief nap is prohibited, is in a case where one holds the phylacteries 
in his hands. It is prohibited to sleep at all lest he drop them. That 
baraita, where it was taught that a brief nap is permitted, is in a case 
where the phylacteries are placed on his head. There is no concern 
during a brief nap lest he break wind or experience a seminal emission. 
During deep sleep, that is a concern. That third baraita, where it was 
taught that even substantial sleep is permitted with phylacteries, is in 
a case where he removes the phylacteries and spreads a cloth over 
them and sleeps alongside them. 


The Gemara asks: And how much is the duration of a brief nap? Rami 
bar Yehezkel taught: It is equivalent to the time required for walking 
one hundred cubits. The Gemara comments: That is also taught in a 
baraita: One who sleeps with phylacteries and experiences a seminal 
emission" grips the strap of the phylacteries to remove them 


HALAKHA 


Eating in the framework of a casual meal outside the sukka — 
mar) yoy mbox: The basic halakha is that it is permitted 
to eat a casual meal outside the sukka. A casual meal is defined 
as an egg-bulk of bread, wine, or fruit. With regard to food made 
from the five grains, if one based his meal upon it, it is consid- 
ered a formal meal, in accordance with the mishna as explained 
by Abaye (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:2). 


A brief nap outside the sukka — mph yin ew nw: Even 
a brief nap is prohibited outside the sukka, even if one merely 
rests his head between his knees, since there is no concept of 
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substantial duration with regard to sleep, in accordance with 
he opinion of Rava. In recent generations many are not vigilant 
about sleeping in the sukka. The justification is due either to the 
severe cold in many countries (Mordekhai) or because sleeping 
here with one's wife is immodest (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
639:2, and in the comment of the Rema). 


A brief nap with phylacteries — pana MW NPH: It is pro- 
hibited for one donning phylacteries to take even a brief nap. 
However, if he covers them with a cloth and his wife is not 
with him, he may doze by placing his head between his knees. 


If the phylacteries are tied and resting on his arm he may even 
sleep a substantial sleep; all the more so is that true if they 
are in their case (Beit Yosef, citing /ttur; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 44:1). 


One who sleeps with phylacteries and experiences a seminal 
emission — 77 TXIN pyano jw: If one falls asleep while 
donning phylacteries and experiences a seminal emission, he 
must remove them immediately. He may remove them only 
by their straps and then ritually wash his hands (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 40:7). 
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and does not grip the box of the phylacteries, which he may not touch 

while impure. This is the statement of Rabbi Ya'akov. And the Rabbis 

say: A person may take a brief nap with his phylacteries, but substan- 
tial sleep is not permitted, and he will thereby avoid a seminal emission 

while donning phylacteries. And how long is the duration of a brief 
nap? It is equivalent to the time required for walking one hundred 

cubits. 


Apropos the duration of a brief nap, the Gemara cites that Rav said: It 
is prohibited for a person to sleep during the day" longer than the 
duration of the sleep of a horse. One who sleeps for longer is derelict 
in the study of Torah. And how long is the duration of the sleep of a 
horse? It is sixty breaths" long. 


Abaye said: The sleep of the Master, Rabba, is like that of Rav, and 
that of Rav is like the sleep of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And that of 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is like that of King David, and that of King 
David is like that of a horse. And that of a horse is sixty breaths. 


The Gemara relates: Abaye would sleep during the day for a period 
equivalent to the time it takes to enter from Pumbedita to Bei Kuvei. 
Rav Yosef read the following verse as pertaining to Abaye: “Howlong 
will you sleep, sluggard? When will you arise from your sleep?” 
(Proverbs 6:9). Rav Yosef considered this dereliction in the study of 
Torah. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to one who enters his bed 
to sleep during the day, if he wishes, he may remove his phylacteries, 
and if he wishes, he may leave them in place. One who enters to sleep 
at night removes his phylacteries and may not leave them in place. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Natan. Rabbi Yosei says: The young men 
must always remove them and not leave them in place while sleeping 
because they are accustomed to impurity, as they are more likely to 
experience a seminal emission. 


The Gemara asks: Let us say that Rabbi Yosei holds that it is prohib- 
ited for one who experienced a seminal emission to don phylacteries. 
Abaye said: This is not so; rather, we are dealing with young men 

whose wives are with them, and the concern is lest they overlook the 

fact that they are donning phylacteries and inadvertently come to en- 
gage in matters to which they are accustomed, i.e., relations with their 

wives, which is certainly demeaning to the phylacteries. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: If one forgot that he was donning phy- 
lacteries and engaged in relations with his phylacteries in place," he 
may grip neither the strap nor the box until he washes his hands, and 
only then may he remove the phylacteries. This is because the hands 
are active and tend to inadvertently touch parts of the body that are 
unclean. 


MI S H NA Apropos eating in the sukka, which is discussed 


in the previous mishna, this mishna relates: An 
incident occurred where they brought a cooked dish to Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai for him to taste, and to Rabban Gamliel they 
brought two dates and a bucket of water. And they each said: Take 
them up to the sukka and we will eat them there. 


In contrast, the mishna relates: And when they gave Rabbi Tzadok"” 
less than an egg-bulk of food, he took the food in a cloth" for cleanli- 
ness; he did not wash his hands because in his opinion, one is not re- 
quired to wash his hands before eating less than an egg-bulk. And he 
ate it outside the sukka and did not recite a blessing after eating it. 
He holds that one is not required to recite a blessing after eating less 
than an egg-bulk, as it is not satisfying, and it is written: “And you shall 
eat and be satisfied and bless the Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 8:10). 
The Gemara will explain the halakhic rationale for each of these actions 


described. 


NOTES 

To sleep during the day - o13 jor: There are two 
reasons that it is prohibited to sleep during the day. 
One is that it will result in dereliction of Torah study 
(Rashi), or, more generally, that one should utilize the 
hours of the day constructively (Meiri). The second is 
hat sleep approximates the experience of death, as 
he Sages said that sleep is one-sixtieth of death, and 
one should avoid that experience to whatever degree 
possible (see Jaz and others). 


Sixty breaths — wa mw: This measure of sixty 
breaths is not clearly defined, and the incident involv- 
ing Abaye and Rav Yosef does not shed light on it, as 
he commentaries were not able to ascertain the actual 
distance from Pumbedita to Bei Kuvei. Many hold that 
Rashi's version of the text that established the distance 
between them as six parasangs is mistaken (see Arukh 
LaNer, Sefat Emet, and others). 


An incident involving Rabban Yohanan ben Zak- 
kai and Rabbi Tzadok — :a1 *w3t {2 pM’ jaa Mwy 
pity: These incidents are cited together to teach that 
although adopting a stringency is praiseworthy, adopt- 
ing a leniency is legitimate as well, as the greatest Sages 
conducted themselves in both manners (Meiri). 


He took the food in a cloth — 79723 ter: Various expla- 
nations were provided to explain this course of action. 
Some explain that he did so for cleanliness; although he 
was not required to wash his hands ritually, he did not 
want to touch the food with his hands (Rashi). Others 
suggest that he was accustomed to maintaining the 
state of purity required for teruma when eating all foods, 
and the cloth precluded the need for ritual washing of 
the hands (Tosafot; see Rabbi Aharon HaLevi and Ritva). 
Yet others explain that the food was actual teruma, as 
Rabbi Tzadok was a priest (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Sleep during the day — diva myw: It is not fitting for 
one to sleep during the day. If one sleeps to facilitate 
Torah study, he should sleep no more than sixty breaths. 
There are radically different opinions among the hala- 
khic authorities with regard to the duration of sixty 
breaths. Some say it is approximately three minutes 
(Rabbi Menahem Azaria of Pano). Others hold that it is 
half an hour. Yet others hold that it is three hours, and 
still others say it is six hours (Rashi). 


If one forgot and engaged in relations with his phy- 
lacteries in place — prana inya wawi naw: One who 
forgets that he is donning phylacteries and engages in 
relations while donning them should wash his hands 
immediately and only then remove the phylacteries 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 40:6). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Tzadok - pity !3: This is apparently Rabbi 
Tzadok the priest, one of the Sages at the time of the 
destruction of the Temple. The Gemara relates that he 
fasted for forty years prior to the destruction of the 
Temple in an attempt to avert that calamity. The leader 
of the generation, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, held 
him in such high regard that he asked the Roman 
emperor Vespasian for a special doctor to cure him. 
Several sources attest to his expertise in engineering 
and mathematics. 

His son, Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, was one 
of the great scholars of the subsequent generation, 
held in high esteem in the house of the Nasi. He often 
cited statements of his father and the Nasi when teach- 
ing halakha. 
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HALAKHA 
Imposing a stringency upon oneself with regard to eating a 
casual meal outside the sukka - mar yan wow Nowa myn: 
One who wishes to adopt a stringency and refrain from eating or 
drinking in the framework of a casual meal outside the sukka is 
praiseworthy (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:2). 


NOTES 


There is no presumptuousness in adopting that stringency - mh 
say Dwa mA: It also does not violate the assertion cited in the Je- 
rusalem Talmud that anyone who adopts a stringency and performs 
an action that he is not obligated to perform is considered a simple- 
ton. It is not considered presumptuousness, because the mere fact 
that he does not eat outside the sukka does not indicate why he is 
not eating; perhaps he is simply not hungry. In addition, perhaps he 
is eating in the sukka because one who eats a small amount in the 
sukka may wish to eat more, which would require him to eat in the 
sukka (Yefe Einayim). Furthermore, there are those who refrain from 
eating and drinking outside all year, and perhaps that is the reason 
that he eats the small measure of food in the sukka. 


Perek H 
Daf27 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


Obligation of eating in a sukka - n23 Ty% nain: One is ob- 
ligated to eat in a sukka on the first night of the festival of Sukkot. 
On the other days of Sukkot, if one eats a meal, he must do so in 
the sukka. However, he may instead opt to eat and drink items that 
need not be eaten in the sukka, in accordance with the opinion of 
the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:3). 


NOTES 


One during the day and one at night - mova DMX) Oa NM: 
Some ask: Why is this halakha not stated chronologically, as the 
meal at night precedes the daytime meal? They answer that the 
order is precise, as Rabbi Eliezer holds that one is required to eat 
fourteen meals in addition to the meal on the first evening, which 
everyone agrees is mandatory. The first of the fourteen meals is 
eaten during the day. This answers several questions raised by 
the early commentaries (see Meri and others) with regard to the 
Shabbat meal during the Festival (Shoshanim LeDavid; Mikhtav 
LeHizkiyahu; Heshek Shlomo). 


Should compensate with a meal on the evening of the last day 
of the Festival — ;S 1M sib ni’ Ty) poy»: According to the Ritva, 
one may eat the compensatory meal on the eve of the Eighth Day 
of Assembly, and all the more so on previous nights. Many question 
how itis possible to compensate for the missed meal on the Eighth 
Day of Assembly, as meals are not eaten in the sukka then. Rashi 
explains that one eats the additional meal outside the sukka to 
avoid violating the prohibition against adding to the mitzvot. Oth- 
ers hold that it is permitted to eat in the sukka because his intention 
is to fulfill the mitzva of compensating for the missed meal (Rid). 
Alternatively, he can compensate for the missed meal by eating 
delicacies that need not be eaten in the sukka and in that way re- 
frain from violating that prohibition (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin 
HaRofeh). Some resolve all of the problems by explaining that the 
meal should be eaten on the evening of the seventh day of Suk- 
kot, which is also considered a Festival of sorts (Rabbi Yehonatan). 
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GEMA The Gemara wonders: Is the mishna 

citing an incident to contradict the 
halakha cited in the previous mishna that one may eat or drink 
in the context of a casual meal outside the sukka? The incident 
involving Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai and Rabban Gamliel indi- 
cates that one may eat nothing outside the sukka. The Gemara 
answers: The mishna is incomplete, as it is lacking a significant 
element, and it teaches the following: If one seeks to impose 
a stringency upon himself and eat nothing outside the sukka, he 
may be stringent," and there is no element of presumptuous- 
ness in adopting that stringency." And there was also an incident 
supporting that ruling: They brought a cooked dish to Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai for him to taste, and to Rabban Gamliel 
they brought two dates and a bucket of water, 


and they each said: Take them up to the sukka. 


And when they gave Rabbi Tzadok less than an egg-bulk of 
food, he took the food in a cloth and he ate it outside the sukka 
and did not recite a blessing after eating it. The Gemara infers: 
Had they given him an egg-bulk of food, he would have been 
required to eat it in a sukka. Let us say that this is a conclusive 
refutation of the opinion of Rav Yosef and Abaye, who said that 
one is permitted to eat that measure in the context of a casual 
meal outside the sukka. The Gemara answers: No proof can be 
cited from here, because perhaps the reason the mishna empha- 
sizes that Rabbi Tzadok ate less than an egg-bulk of food is that 
eating less than an egg-bulk does not require washing hands 
and reciting a blessing after eating it; however, eating an egg- 
bulk requires washing and reciting a blessing. 


bbi Eli : is obligated 
MISHNA Rabbi Eliezer says A personisó igate 


to eat fourteen meals in the sukka" over 
the course of the seven days of the festival of Sukkot, one during 
the day each day and one at night each night." And the Rabbis 
say: There is no quota for the number of meals, and one may 
choose whether or not to eat any of the meals except for the meal 
on the evening of the first Festival day of Sukkot, which one is 
required to eat in the sukka. 


And furthermore, Rabbi Eliezer said: One who did not eat 
a meal on the evening of the first day of the Festival should 
compensate with a meal on the evening of the last day of 
the Festival," on the Eighth Day of Assembly, despite the fact 
that he will not eat it in the sukka. And the Rabbis say: There is 
no compensation for this matter, and with regard to similar 
cases where it is impossible to rectify failure to fulfill a positive 
mitzva, it is stated: “That which is crooked cannot be made 
straight; and that which is wanting cannot be numbered” 


(Ecclesiastes 1:15). 
G E M A The Gemara asks: What is the rationale 
for the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer, who 
mandates eating fourteen meals in the sukka? The Gemara an- 
swers that he derives his opinion from the verse: “In sukkot shall 
you reside” (Leviticus 23:42), which the Sages interpreted to 
mean: Reside as you dwell in your permanent home. Therefore, 
just as in one’s dwelling one typically eats one meal during the 
day and one meal at night, so too, in a sukka one eats one meal 
during the day and one meal at night. 
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The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis interpret that verse? 
The Gemara answers: They explain that a sukka is like a perma- 
nent dwelling. Just as in one’s dwelling, if one desires to eat, 
he eats, and if one does not desire to do so, he does not eat, so 
too, in the sukka, if one desires to eat, he eats, and if one does 
not desire to do so, he does not eat. 


The Gemara asks: If so, then according to the Rabbis, even on 
the first Festival evening as well one should not be required to 
eat in the sukka. 


Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yeho- 
tzadak: There is a verbal analogy between the festivals of Pass- 
over and Sukkot. It is stated here, with regard to Sukkot: “On 

the fifteenth day of this seventh month is the festival of Sukkot 
for seven days unto the Lord” (Leviticus 23:34). And itis stated: 
“And on the fifteenth day of the same month is the festival of 
matzot unto the Lord” (Leviticus 23:6) with regard to the 

festival of Passover. Just as there, with regard to Passover, on 

the first night there is an obligation to eat matza and from that 

point onward it is optional, as from that point onward the only 
obligation is to refrain from eating leaven, so too here, with 

regard to Sukkot, on the first night there is an obligation to eat 

in the sukka and from that point onward it is optional. 


The Gemara asks: And there, with regard to Passover, from 
where do we derive that there is an obligation to eat matza 
on the first night? The Gemara answers that the verse says: “In 
the evening you shall eat matzot” (Exodus 12:18). The verse 
established it as an obligation. 


§ The mishna continues: And furthermore, Rabbi Eliezer said 
that one who did not eat a meal on the evening of the first day 
of the Festival should compensate with a meal on the evening 
of the last day of the Festival. The Gemara asks: But didn’t 
Rabbi Eliezer say" that a person is obligated to eat fourteen 
meals in the sukka, one during the day and one at night? 
However, the compensatory meal on the evening of the Eighth 
Day of Assembly is not eaten in the sukka. Beira said that Rab- 
bi Ami said: Rabbi Eliezer retracted his previous statement 
and agrees with the Rabbis that there is no quota for the meals 
that one must eat in the sukka, and it is only the meal on the first 
evening of the Festival that one must eat in the sukka. Their 
dispute is with regard to compensation if one failed to eat the 
meal on the first evening. 


The Gemara asks: With what will he compensate for his failure 
to eat the Festival meal? If we say that he compensates with 
bread, he is thereby eating the festive meal of that Eighth Day 
of Assembly; how is it obvious that it is compensation for a dif- 
ferent meal? Rather, what is the meaning of: He should com- 
pensate? It means that he should compensate by adding types 
of delicacies [targima].' That is taught in a baraita as well: If 
he compensated by adding types of delicacies, he fulfilled his 
obligation. 


The steward [apotropos]: of King Agrippas’ asked Rabbi 
Eliezer: For someone like me, who is accustomed to eat only 
one meal a day, what is the halakha? Is it sufficient that I eat 
one meal and exempt myself from the obligation to eat any 
more that day?" Rabbi Eliezer said to him: Each day you con- 
tinue eating and taste various kinds of appetizers in deference 
to your own desires, and now you do not continue eating even 
one appetizer in deference to your Maker? 


Agrippas — D93: Based on the historical context, the Gemara 
is apparently referring to Agrippas Ii, Marcus Julius Agrippas, son 
of Agrippas |. A section of the Galilee, including Tiberias and its 
environs, was under his reign at the time of the destruction of 


PERSONALITIES 
the Second Temple and thereafter. Since his realm was to the 
north and he was not popular among the Jews, he apparently 
appointed a steward to serve in his place as governor of the 
Galilee. 


NOTES 


But didn’t Rabbi Eliezer say — awh 921 VIX KT: Some 


explain that the problem is tha 
sembly one no longer eats in 
explain that the crux of the question stems from the 


on the Eighth Day of As- 
he sukka (Rashi). Others 


act 


that there seems to be a particular obligation to eat a meal 


in the sukka on the first night o 
Eliezer’s opinion does not distinguish between the 
night and the others. According 
difference between the first night and the others in te 
of the obligation to eat a meal (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Ri 


The steward’s question — Disiwisxa nbxw: The ques 
is: Based on the principle that one “Should reside in 
sukka as he dwells in his permanent home, is it permi 


the Festival, while Rabbi 


first 


o Rabbi Eliezer, there is no 


rms 
va). 


ion 
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ted 


for someone like the steward, who typically eats only one 


meal per day and goes from house to house, to do 
same on Sukkot (Arukh LaNer). 


LANGUAGE 


the 


Delicacies [targima] - X93: From the Greek tpaynua, 
tragema, meaning dessert, food eaten for pleasure after 


a meal. 


Steward [apotropos] — Disitwisx: From the Gr 
énitpomoc, epitropos, meaning one appointed by 
monarchy to govern a district or state. 


eek 
the 
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NOTES 


One may not depart from one sukka to another sukka — px 
maid maen pyi: Some add a reason: One who departs from 
one sukka to another displays contempt for the first sukka (Rav 
Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh on the Rif; Meiri). 


One may not establish a sukka during the intermediate days 
of the Festival - Tyin tina MDI priy prs: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer is that the 
Sages penalize one for failure to construct a sukka at the proper 
ime and prohibit him from constructing a sukka later (see the 
commentaries on the Rambam). A sukka must be suitable for 
seven days, i.e., according to R. Eliezer one should establish it 
before the Festival begins, and one should not build a sukka 
hat is not sturdy and may collapse during the seven days of 
he Festival. 


HALAKHA 
One may establish a sukka on the intermediate days of 
the Festival — “yin bw fana naw pwiy: One who did not 
establish a sukka, intentionally or otherwise, by Sukkot eve 
may do so during the intermediate days and may even do so 
on the seventh day of the Festival. It is also permitted to move 


one's residence from one sukka to another during the Festival, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 637:1). 
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And the steward further asked Rabbi Eliezer: For someone like 

me, who has two wives, one in Tiberias’ and one in Tzippori, 
and has two sukkot, one in Tiberias and one in Tzippori, what 

is the halakha? Can I depart from one sukka to another sukka 

and exempt myself from the obligation? In other words, is it 
permitted to fulfill the mitzva in one sukka for part of Sukkot and 

in another for the rest of the Festival? Rabbi Eliezer said to him: 
No, as I say that anyone who departs from one sukka to an- 
other sukka has negated the mitzva of the first. The obligation 

is to reside in the same sukka for all seven days. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: 


BACKGROUND 


Tiberias — K930: Tiberias is a town on the shore of the Sea of 
Galilee founded by Herod Antipas (c. 18 CE). It was apparently 
ounded on the site of earlier settlements; according to some 
opinions in the Talmud (Megilla 6a), it was on the site of the 
biblical city of Rakkat. Originally, Tiberias was a town of mixed 
Jewish and gentile population. The Jewish population was 
not distinguished for its Torah scholarship. However, after the 
destruction of the Temple, prominent Torah scholars, including 
ben Azzai and Rabbi Meir, lived there. Its golden age during 
he period that the Sanhedrin moved there (c. 235 CE) and 
it served as the seat of the Great Council, presided over by 
Rabbi Yehuda Nesia |. Rabbi Yohanan succeeded him as the 
eading spiritual figure in Tiberias and headed the yeshiva 


there. Tiberias then became the Torah center of Eretz Yisrael. 
Most of the disciples of Rabbi Yohanan, particularly those who 
emigrated from Babylonia, lived and studied there, including 
Reish Lakish, Rabbi Elazar ben Pedat, Rabbi Ami, Rabbi Yirmeya, 
and Rabbi Yona. Apparently, most of the Jerusalem Talmud 
was redacted there. Even after the amoraic period, Tiberias 
remained a significant creative religious center, and many of 
the works of aggadic midrash were composed there, as were 
numerous liturgical poems. During the post-amoraic era, the 
inhabitants of Tiberias were renowned as experts in Hebrew 
grammar. Indeed, the system of Hebrew vocalization used 
today is called Tiberian vocalization because it was formulated 
and established there. 


poy pyr Aah nawn pry px 
Dam yin by hina 72D 
poipr: nab IDDN PRY DMK 
DNY pwy yin by bina mp 

avin by bina mia winy- zba 


M1? Vax aw dy T KYY NT 
~ "D2? nyav D TWYN nido” 
RIN IW Ae AD ABD 
Ang TDD MY NIT WNP 27 


Ai min winw ab ow pwr 
NT TO KDW TYIN by bina 
paw) APNI oT DN -KT 

ynon xp 


One may not depart from one sukka to another sukka;" he 
must reside in the same sukka for the entire Festival. And one 
may not establish a sukka during the intermediate days of the 
Festival" if he failed to do so before the Festival. And the Rab- 
bis say: One may depart from one sukka to another sukka, and 
one may establish a sukka on the intermediate days of 
the Festival." And they all, even Rabbi Eliezer, agree that if a 
sukka that one constructed before the Festival collapsed, he 
may rebuild it during the intermediate days of the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of 
Rabbi Eliezer that it is prohibited to move from one sukka to 
another during the Festival? The Gemara explains it is as the 
verse says: “You shall prepare for yourself the festival of Suk- 
kot for seven days” (Deuteronomy 16:13); this is interpreted to 
mean: Establish a sukka that is suitable for seven days. It is 
considered a sukka suitable for the mitzva only if it is established 
for seven days. The Gemara asks: And how do the Rabbis in- 
terpret this verse? The Gemara answers: In their opinion, this 
is what the Merciful One is saying: If one did not establish a 
sukka on the eve of the Festival, he should establish a sukka 
during the Festival. The obligation to establish a sukka is in 
effect all seven days of the Festival. 


It is taught in the baraita: And they agree that if a sukka that 
one constructed before the Festival collapsed, he may rebuild 
it during the intermediate days of the Festival. The Gemara 
asks: That is obvious; why would it be prohibited? The Gemara 
answers: Lest you say that according to Rabbi Eliezer this 
rebuilt sukka is considered a different one and is not a sukka 
established for seven days, therefore, the baraita teaches us that 
Rabbi Eliezer agrees that it is considered to be the same sukka. 
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It is taught in another baraita that Rabbi Eliezer says: Just as a person 
does not fulfill his obligation on the first day of the Festival with the 
lulav of another, as it is written: “And you shall take for yourselves 
on the first day the fruit of a beautiful tree, branches of a date palm” 
(Leviticus 23:40), and the Sages derive from the phrase: Shall take for 
yourselves, that it must be taken from your own and not from that of 
someone else, so too, a person does not fulfill his obligation with the 
sukka of another, as it is written: “You shall prepare for yourself the 
festival of Sukkot for seven days” (Deuteronomy 16:13), and the Sages 
derive from the term “for yourself” that it must be taken from your own. 


And the Rabbis say: Although they said that a person does not fulfill 
his obligation on the first day of the Festival with the lulav of an- 
other, he fulfills his obligation with the sukka of another," as it is 
written: “All the homeborn in Israel shall reside in sukkot” (Leviticus 
23:42). This teaches that all of the Jewish people are fit to reside in 
one sukka." If the value of one sukka were divided among all the Jewish 
people, no individual would have a peruta stake in it; therefore, no in- 
dividual could be considered even a part-owner of the sukka. The only 
way the entire Jewish people could fulfill the mitzva in one sukka is by 
residing in a communal sukka that does not belong to any of them. 
Apparently, there is no obligation to reside specifically in one’s own 


sukka. 


The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, who do not derive that one is ob- 
ligated to reside in his own sukka, what do they derive from this term 
“for yourself”? The Gemara answers: They require that term to ex- 
clude a stolen sukka. One does not fulfill his obligation with a stolen 
sukka. However, with regard to a borrowed sukka, it is written: “All 
the homeborn,” to teach that every Jew can fulfill the mitzva in a sukka 

borrowed from the community. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Eliezer, what does he do with this term: 

“All the homeborn”? The Gemara answers: He requires that term to 
derive that a convert who converted in the interim, during Sukkot, 
and a minor who reached majority in the interim, whose obligation 
began during the Festival, are obligated to fulfill the mitzva of residing 
in a sukka. The Gemara asks: And according to the Rabbis, from where 
are these halakhot derived? The Gemara answers: Once the Sages said 
that one may establish a sukka during the intermediate days of the 
Festival, an additional verse is not necessary to derive the obligation 
of the convert and the minor who reached majority. 


§ The Sages taught: There was an incident involving Rabbi Elai,” 
who went on Sukkot eve to greet his teacher Rabbi Eliezer’ in Lod 
on the first day of the Festival. He said to him: Elai, you are not 
among those who stay home on the Festival and therefore you have 
not fulfilled the mitzva of the Festival, as Rabbi Eliezer would say: I 
praise the lazy, who, although they act no differently than they do the 
entire year, are praiseworthy because they do not leave their houses 
on the Festival, as it is written: “You shall rejoice, you and your 
household” (Deuteronomy 14:26). The term “your household” is 
interpreted as referring to one’s wife. One who is not home cannot 
rejoice with his wife. 


PERSONALITIES 


HALAKHA 


Residing in a sukka that is not his - 7303 TI» 
bw AYXW: One fulfills his obligation by residing 
in a borrowed sukka and in a jointly owned sukka 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 637:2). 


NOTES 


Fit to reside in one sukka - nn naa awh DIN: 

The word basukkot in the verse: “all the homeborn 

in Israel shall reside in sukkot [basukkot]" is tradition- 
ally spelled without the second vav. This spelling is 
identical to the spelling of the singular form of the 
word, and it is interpreted as an indication that one 
sukka may serve for the entire Jewish people (Meiri; 
Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; Or Zarua). 
Others explain that it means there is no sukka that 
is not suitable for the entire Jewish people, as, if it 
is suitable for one person, then it is suitable for all 

(Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz). 


Rabbi Eliezer — awd 931: This refers to the tanna Rabbi Eliezer 


Rabbi Eliezer married Imma Shalom, the sister of the Nasi, 


when the seat of the Sanhedrin was in Yavne, one generation 
after the destruction of the Temple. He is often mentioned in 
the Talmud as studying with Rabban Gamliel; however, his 
primary teacher was Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus. Numerous 
stories are related illustrating his close relationship with Rabbi 
Eliezer, and even after the latter's death Rabbi Elai sought out 
Rabbi Eliezer’s halakhic decisions and attempted to cite proof 
of their legitimacy. His name, which is a variation of Eliezer, was 
apparently given to him in order to distinguish between him 
and his teacher, who is known as Rabbi Eliezer the Great, while 
he is known as Elai, Eliezer the Younger. Several halakhic and 


aggadic passages are attributed to him in the Talmud. His son, 


Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Elai, was one of the most prominent 


tannaim. He is referred to in the Talmud simply as Rabbi Yehuda. 


ben Hyrcanus, who is also known as Rabbi Eliezer the Great. He 
lived during the period of the destruction of the Temple and 
thereafter. He was the scion of a wealthy family that traced its 
ancestry back to Moses. Nevertheless, he did not study Torah 
until he was over twenty years old. At that point, he went to 
Jerusalem and studied with Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai in 
miserable conditions. 

Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai considered Rabbi Eliezer the 
greatest of his students, to the extent that he said that Rabbi 
Eliezer was the equivalent of all the Sages. He was a great To- 
rah scholar and taught the masses before the destruction of 
the Temple; he was also one of the Sages who joined Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai in founding the yeshiva in Yavne after the 
destruction. 


Rabban Gamliel of Yavne. Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai’s stu- 
dents were his colleagues, and Rabbi Eliezer had many signifi- 
cant halakhic exchanges with his close friend Rabbi Yehoshua. 
However, after a serious fundamental dispute developed 
between Rabbi Eliezer and the Sages, Rabban Gamliel was 
compelled to ostracize him. 

Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai described him as a plastered 
well reinforced that never loses a drop, as his Torah was based 
primarily on traditions that he received from his teachers. Un- 
like his primary teacher and most of his colleagues, he tended 
toward the stringent approach of Beit Shammai. 

Rabbi Eliezer’s greatest student was Rabbi Akiva, although 
other Sages of that generation were his students as well. His 
son Hyrcanus was also counted among the Sages. 
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NOTES | ——_______ 
A person is obligated to greet his teacher on the Festival - 
Saa sary apd ony sn: The early authorities ask how the 
obligation: to greeta teacher on a Festival is derived from a verse 
hat mentions the New Moon and Shabbat. Rabbeinu Hananel 
in tractate Rosh HaShana answers that if one’s teacher lives 
nearby, one is obligated to greet him every Shabbat and New 
oon. If he lives far away, he is obligated to greet him at least on 
each Festival (Ritva). Others explain that the word Shabbat here 
is referring not to Shabbat but rather, as it appears elsewhere, 
o a Festival (Turei Even). Others note that from the conduct of 
he Shunamite woman one would derive the obligation to greet 
one’s teacher on a daily basis. However, because she adopted a 
stringency, that cannot serve as the basis for a halakha. Anyone 
else, for whom daily visits are a significant exertion, is required 
to greet his teacher only on Festivals. This can also be derived 
a fortiori: If one is obligated to greet the Divine Presence in 
the Temple only on the Festivals, all the more so it should be 
the case that one is not obligated to greet his teacher more 
frequently (Arukh LaNer). 


There is no tribe, etc. - 151 vawbs pb px: Although clearly Rab- 
bi Eliezer sought to avoid answering the question and therefore 
addressed another topic, there are those who see his response 
as an allusion to the resolution of Yohanan's dilemma whether 
one may spread a sheet over the sukka, in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis, or whether he may not do so, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer himself. Yohanan could 
not decide whether or not the ruling was in accordance with 
the opinion of the majority. Therefore, Rabbi Eliezer said to him 
that great men emerged from every tribe and that one follows 
the opinion of the majority, as all members of the community 
are sacred. He then said that, based on the fact that prophets 
arose from each tribe, the Torah does not belong to any one 
individual or leader (Arukh LaNer, see lyyun Ya'akov). 


- HALAKHA — 
Obligation to greet one’s teacher on the Festival - nain 
bya ia ap apm: One is obligated to greet his teacher on the 
Festival, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yitzhak (Kesef 
Mishne). Some hold that this obligation was applicable only 
during the Temple period (Noda Bihuda), although others ques- 
tioned that ruling (Arukh LaNer; Responsa Shevet Sefer, Rambam 
Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 5:7; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 554.12 and Magen Avraham there). 
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Caesarea...Caesarion — 110...219: Caesarea is a city on 
the coast of Eretz Yisrael that was the capital of the province of 
Judea at the time of the incident related in the Gemara. It was 
a large city that included a sizable Jewish population. 

Caesarion is Banias, which is adjacent to the sources of 
the Jordan River. Philippus, the son of Herod, named it Caesarea 
as well in honor of Julius Caesar. In order to distinguish it 
from the larger coastal city of Caesarea, it was referred to as 
Caesarion. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rabbi Yitzhak say: From 
where is it derived that one is obligated to greet his teacher 
on the Festival?" It is as it is stated that the husband of the 
Shunamite woman asked his wife: “Why are you going to him 
today? It is neither the New Moon nor Shabbat” (11 Kings 
4:23). This proves by inference that on the New Moon and 
Shabbat a person is obligated to greet his teacher." The 
Gemara answers that this is not difficult: This statement of 
Rabbi Yitzhak that one is obligated to go and greet his teacher 
is referring to a case where he goes and returns on the same 
day and can rejoice with his wife at night; and this statement of 
Rabbi Eliezer that one should stay home is referring to a case 
where he goes and does not return on the same day and cannot 
rejoice with his wife at night. 


§ The Sages taught: There was an incident involving Rabbi 
Eliezer, who stayed in the Upper Galilee in the sukka of 
Yohanan, son of Rabbi Elai, in Caesarea; and some say that it 
did not occur in Caesarea but in Caesarion.® And the sun 
reached a point over the roofing of the sukka, rendering it un- 
comfortable to remain in the sukka. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: 
What is the halakha; may I spread a sheet over the roofing? Is 
it permitted, since it is only adding to a temporary tent or is it 
prohibited? Rabbi Eliezer evaded the question and said to him: 
There is no tribe" of Israel from which a judge did not emerge. 


Left: Archaeological remains of the Herodian city in Banias 
Center: Respective locations of Caesarea and Caesarion 
Right: Roman hippodrome in Caesarea 
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In the meantime, the sun reached directly over the midpoint of 
the roofing of the sukka. Once again, Rabbi Yohanan said to him: 
What is the halakha; may I spread a sheet over it? Rabbi Eliezer 
again evaded the question and said to him: There is no tribe of 
Israel from which prophets did not emerge." And the tribes of 
Judah and Benjamin were unique because they established 
kings" according to prophets, as Saul and David were anointed 
by the prophet Samuel. At that point, the light of the sun reached 
the feet of Rabbi Eliezer. Yohanan took a sheet and spread it 
over the sukka. Rabbi Eliezer slung his cloak over his shoulder 
behind him and emerged from the sukka because he did not want 
to permit doing so. The Gemara comments: Rabbi Eliezer con- 
ducted himself in that manner not because he was seeking to 
avoid answering by diverting his attention with his words, but 
because Rabbi Eliezer never said a matter that he did not hear 
from his teacher. 


The Gemara asks: How did Rabbi Eliezer do so? How did he stay 
in a sukka in the Upper Galilee on the festival of Sukkot? Didn’t 
Rabbi Eliezer himself say: One may not depart from one sukka 
to another sukka? The Gemara answers: The incident was on a 
different Festival and not the festival of Sukkot, and they were in 
the sukka merely for the fresh air. 


The Gemara asks from a different perspective: But didn’t Rabbi 
Eliezer say: I praise the lazy, who do not leave their houses on 
the Festival? That apparently applies to all Festivals. The Gemara 
answers: The incident did not take place on a Festival at all. It was 
on Shabbat, and Rabbi Yohanan’s question was with regard to the 
prohibited labor of building on Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: If so, resolve the matter and conclude that it is 
not permitted from his own opinion, as we learned in a mishna: 
With regard to a window shutter on Shabbat, Rabbi Eliezer 
says: When it is tied to and hanging from the window, i.e., it is 
not touching the ground, one may shutter the window with it, 
because that is not considered building; and if not, i.e., if it is 
touching the ground, one may not shutter the window with it. 
And the Rabbis say: Both in this case and in that case one may 
shutter with it. From the fact that if it is not hanging from the 
window, Rabbi Eliezer prohibits shuttering the window, he also 
prohibits adding to a temporary tent. 


The Gemara answers: There is a difference between the case of the 
shutter and the case of the sheet. There, in the case of the shutter, 
where he negates it by shuttering the window, it is considered 
part of the building and it is therefore prohibited. However, here, 
in the case of the sheet, where he does not negate it, as he plans 
on removing it, no, it is not necessarily prohibited. 


The Gemara relates a similar incident. The Sages taught: There 
was an incident involving Rabbi Eliezer, who stayed in the Up- 
per Galilee, and the people there asked him thirty halakhot in 
the halakhot of sukka. In response to twelve, he said to them: I 
heard an answer from my teachers, and he related what he heard. 
In response to the other eighteen, he said to them: I did not hear 
an answer. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: It was the 
reverse of these matters. In response to eighteen he said to 
them: I heard an answer; in response to the other twelve he said 
to them: I did not hear an answer. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 
From which prophets did not emerge — 1372/2 8%? sow 
©): Rabbi Aharon HaLevi has a different version: From 
which kings and prophets did not emerge, including the 
kings who ruled over the kingdom of Israel. 


Judges, prophets, kings - mba DW DoW: Rashi 
lists the known prophets and their tribes, and there are 
in fact tribes missing. Rabbi Eliezer taught this statement 
based on tradition that the judges and prophets whose 
tribal affiliation is not mentioned were from other tribes 
not listed. Therefore, prominent leaders emerged from 
each tribe. 


HALAKHA 
A window shutter on Shabbat - nawa ponn ppa: A shut- 
ter or anything else used to seal a window may be used 
on Shabbat even if it is not tied to the window, provided 
that one intended to do so before Shabbat. This ruling is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 3131). 


BACKGROUND 
Window shutter - pbn 7 ppa: In talmudic times, a win- 
dow shutter was typically tied to and suspended from 
the window. At times, wood that was not attached to the 
window was placed in the window in place of a shutter. 
When not in use, the wood was placed alongside the 
window and utilized for other purposes as well. 


Illustration of window shutters used in talmudic times 
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NOTES 

You forced me - impp: Rabbi Eliezer felt the need to explain 
why he did not answer the questions, lest someone suspect 
hat his failure to answer stemmed from a lack of knowledge 
caused by a lack of Torah study (/yyun Ya'akov). Although his 
eachers never directly instructed him to observe these prac- 
ices, he certainly observed them conducting themselves in 
his manner, as the Gemara explains below (Maharsha). 


I never said anything that | did not hear - Kow ITAN x 
yaw: Apparently Rabbi Eliezer meant that he did not issue a 
halakhic ruling in public unless he heard it from his teacher. In 
he study hall he would discuss issues with his colleagues and 
innovate in matters of halakhic thought when the need arose. 


Worthy that the Divine Presence should rest upon them — 
mvv why mwne many: Rabbi Aharon HaLevi explains that 
the Gemara is not saying that they were as great as Moses but 
that they were worthy of having the Divine Presence rest upon 
them like Moses. 
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They said to him: Are all the matters that you know only from 
what you heard? Don’t you say any matters on your own? He 
said to them: Now you forced me" to say a matter that I did 
not hear from my teachers, as I must describe my character 
traits and the manner in which I conduct myself. In all my days, 
no person ever preceded me into the study hall, as I am always 
first to arrive; and I never slept in the study hall," neither 
substantial sleep nor a brief nap; and I never left anyone in 
the study hall and exited, as I was always last to leave; and I 
never engaged in idle conversation; rather, I discussed only 
necessary matters or matters of Torah; and I never said any- 
thing that I did not hear" from my teacher. That is why he did 
not answer those questions that his teacher did not address. 


Apropos the character traits of Rabbi Eliezer, the Gemara cites 
character traits of his teacher. The Sages said about Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai, the teacher of Rabbi Eliezer: In all his 
days he never engaged in idle conversation; and he never 
walked four cubits without engaging in Torah study and with- 
out donning phylacteries;" and no person ever preceded 
him into the study hall; and he never slept in the study hall, 
neither substantial sleep nor a brief nap; and he never con- 
templated matters of Torah in alleyways filthy with human 
excrement," as doing so is a display of contempt for the Torah; 
and he never left anyone in the study hall and exited; and no 
person ever found him sitting and silent, i.e., inactive; rather, 
he was always sitting and studying; and only he opened the 
door for his students, disregarding his own eminent standing; 
and he never said anything that he did not hear from his 
teacher; and he never said to his students that the time has 
arrived to arise and leave the study hall except on Passover 
eves," when they were obligated to sacrifice the Paschal lamb, 
and Yom Kippur eves, when there is a mitzva to eat and drink 
abundantly. And Rabbi Eliezer, his student, accustomed him- 
self to model his conduct after his example. 


The Gemara continues to praise the Sages. The Sages taught: 
Hillel the Elder had eighty students. Thirty of them were suf- 
ficiently worthy that the Divine Presence should rest upon 
them" as it did upon Moses our teacher, and thirty of them 
were sufficiently worthy that the sun should stand still for 
them as it did for Joshua bin Nun, and twenty were on an inter- 
mediate level between the other two. The greatest of all the 
students was Yonatan ben Uzziel,’ and the youngest of them 
was Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai. 


HALAKHA 


Conduct in the study hall - wyma maa matin: One may 
not sleep in the study hall, and one may discuss only Torah 
there. It is prohibited to engage in mundane conversation in 
the study hall (Shu/han Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 246116, 17, 25, and in 
the comment of the Rema). 


Torah and phylacteries — pom min: A common praise 
of Torah scholars is that they are always engaged in Torah 
study, donning phylacteries, and wearing ritual fringes. It was 
said of the great Torah scholars that they were never seen 
walking four cubits without Torah, phylacteries, and ritual 
fringes (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Tefillin UMezuza VeSefer 
Torah 4:24). 


Yonatan ben Uzziel -byny 12 12°: Very little is known of Yo- 
natan ben Uzziel, who, according to the Gemara here, was the 
most prominent of the students of Hillel. His great undertaking, 
for which he is remembered, was the translation of the biblical 
books of the Prophets into Aramaic. It is unclear whether the 
translation attributed to him is the original or whether it is 
merely an adaptation. In any case, it is not a literal translation, 


PERSONALITIES 


Torah in alleyways filthy with human excrement - mjin 
Dipno7 NİNJA: It is prohibited to engage in Torah discus- 
sions in places filthy with human excrement. Therefore, aTorah 

scholar should avoid standing in those places so that he will 

not inadvertently contemplate matters of Torah there (Shulhan 

Arukh, Yoreh De'a 246:26, and in the comment of the Rema). 


Torah study on Passover eves - wp "awa mja sy: 
One must prepare his table so that he can begin the seder 
at nightfall. Even if he is engaged in Torah study, he must 
interrupt his study to prepare, because it is a mitzva to hurry 
and eat so that the children will not fall asleep (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 472:1). 


and it includes interpretation and elaboration. Although there 
were earlier translations of the Bible into Greek, Yonatan ben 
Uzziel’s was the first translation of the Bible that was a type 
of commentary based on the approach of the Sages. He was 
so preeminent in his generation that Shammai the Elder, the 
president of the court, would seek his company to discuss 
halakha with him. 
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The Gemara relates: The Sages said about Rabban Yohanan 
ben Zakkai that he did not neglect Bible; Mishna; Gemara; 
halakhot and aggadot; minutiae of the Torah and minutiae 
of the scribes; the hermeneutical principles of the Torah with 
regard to a fortiori inferences and verbal analogies; the cal- 
culation of the calendrical seasons; and numerology 
[gimmatreyaot].' In addition, he did not neglect esoteric mat- 
ters, including the conversation of ministering angels;" the 
conversation of demons, and the conversation of palm 
trees;" parables of launderers, which are folk tales that can 
be used to explain the Torah; parables of foxes; and more 
generally, a great matter and a small matter." 


The Gemara elaborates: A great matter is referring to the se- 
crets of the Design of the Divine Chariot, the conduct of the 
transcendent universe. A small matter is, for example, hala- 
khot that were ultimately formulated in the framework of the 
disputes of Abaye and Rava. He did not neglect any of these 
disciplines so as to fulfill that which is stated: “That I may 
cause those that love me to inherit substance and that I may 
fill their treasuries” (Proverbs 8:21), as Rabban Yohanan was 
filled with the disciplines of Torah and wisdom. And if the 
youngest of them was so prolific, the greatest of them was 
all the more so prolific. The Gemara relates that the Sages said 
of Yonatan ben Uzziel, the greatest of Hillel’s students, that 
when he sat and was engaged in Torah study, the sanctity that 
he generated was so intense that any bird that flew over him 


was immediately incinerated. 
MI S HN In the case of one whose head and 
most of his body were in the sukka 
and his table was in the house," Beit Shammai deem it unfit, 
and Beit Hillel deem it fit. Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: 
And wasn’t there an incident where the Elders of Beit Sham- 
mai and the Elders of Beit Hillel went to visit Rabbi 
Yohanan ben HaHoranit and they found him such that he 
was sitting with his head and most of his body in the sukka 
and his table in the house, and they said nothing to him? 
Even Beit Shammai did not object. Beit Shammai said to 
them: Is there proof from there? That is not what happened; 
rather, they said to him: If you were accustomed to act in 
this manner, you have never fulfilled the mitzva of sukka in 
your life. 


The mishna continues: Women, slaves, and minors are 
exempt from the mitzva of sukka." A minor who does not 
need his mother any longer is obligated in the mitzva. There 
was an incident where the daughter-in-law of Shammai the 
Elder’ gave birth just before Sukkot, and Shammai removed 
the coat of plaster from the roof, leaving the beams, and 
roofed with the beams over the bed for the newborn minor." 


PERSONALITIES 


Shammai the Elder — qi Kaw: Shammai, occasionally re- 
ferred to as Shammai the Elder, was the counterpart of Hillel 
the Elder, as they constituted the last of the pairs of the early 
tannaitic period, approximately one hundred years prior to 
the destruction of the Temple, at the beginning of Herod's 
reign. Hillel was the Nasi and Shammai served as president 
of the court. Despite the fact that they founded two schools, 
Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai, whose disputes continued for 
many years after their passing, they disagreed with regard to 
only three or four issues. The difference between Hillel and 


Shammai themselves was mainly a difference in character. 


Hillel related to himself and to others in an easygoing manner, 
avoiding conflict whenever possible. Shammai, in contrast, 


took a more exacting approach, closely scrutinizing people's 
motivation and conduct. Nevertheless, it was Shammai who 
coined the phrase: And greet every person with a pleasant 
countenance (Avot 1:15). Little is known about his personal life; 
however, he was apparently an architect or builder by trade, as 
he is depicted on several occasions as standing with a builder's 
cubit, which was a common measuring stick, in his hand. 


LANGUAGE 
Numerology [gimmatreyaot] — nikwa: From the Greek 
yewpetpia, geometria, literally, land measurement. However, 
the Greeks used it as a term in mathematics in general and 
in engineering in particular. Measurements and calculations 
were also referred to as gimmatreyaot by the Sages. The mean- 
ing of the word was interpreted homiletically as based on 
numerology, as the Greek yewpetpia, geometria, consists 
of the third letter in the Greek alphabet, y, gamma, and the 
number tpéic, trei, three, indicating that gamma equals three. 


NOTES 
The conversation of ministering angels, etc. - ronda now 
^D NW: Apparently this means that Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai was well versed in esoterica, associated with both an- 
gels and demons, and that he knew how to employ those 
abilities when necessary (see Rashbam on tractate Bava Batra). 


And the conversation of palm trees — pop mow: The 
Rashbam explains that he knew the nature of trees, as it was 
said of Solomon: “And he spoke of trees, from the cedar that is 
in Lebanon even unto the hyssop that springs out of the wall” 
(| Kings 5:13). That is the meaning of the conversation of palm 
trees. According to the Meiri, the reference to the conversa- 
tion of ministering angels and demons means that he was 
proficient in the nature of all matters: The knowledge of nature 
and of that which transcends nature. The geonim explain that 
traditionally there was a manner to divine esoterica from the 
motion of palm leaves, which appear to be speaking with 
each other (see Rabbeinu Meir HaLevi). 


A great matter and a small matter — jo? 731) bina 337: The 
early authorities explained this statement at length, particular- 
ly why the Gemara refers to the disputes between Abaye and 
Rava as a small matter. Some suggested that since these dis- 
putes are over matters that were not elucidated, the Gemara 
calls them a small matter (Ritva). Others explained that this 
is not a value judgment; rather, it simply refers to the subject 
under discussion. The Design of the Divine Chariot, which 
deals with the essence of the entire world, is considered a 
great matter. The disputes between Abaye and Rava deal with 
mundane matters and are therefore considered a small matter 
(Maharsha in Hiddushei Aggadot). 


And roofed with them over the bed for the newborn mi- 
nor - jp Sawa mean vas by 12D; Some commentaries 
explain that Shammai did not do so for the newborn baby 
but rather for another small child who was there and who 
needed his mother, as he disagrees with the opinion of the 
first tanna and holds that even a child who needs his mother 
is obligated in the mitzva of sukka. Since his mother was 
close to the child’s bed, the baby was there with his mother 
(Maharshal in tractate Yevamot). 


HALAKHA 

One whose head and most of his body were in the sukka 
and his table was in the house - 733 1217) iwa maw m 
man jina ian: If one’s head and most of his body are in 
the sukka and his table is inside the house, he has not fulfilled 
his obligation to reside in the sukka. The ruling in the Gemara 
is explicitly in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai 
in this case (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 634:4). 


Women, slaves, and minors with regard to the mitzva of 
sukka — 7310 mya DIP 0722 OWI: Women, slaves, and 
small children, as explained later in the discussion, are exempt 
from the mitzva of sukka (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 64071). 


MD4VAPI:PEREKII:28A 133 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 

Isn't it taught in a baraita, the homeborn — myyn sw: 
Some explain that the use of the definite article is difficult, 
as at times it is interpreted as inclusionary and at times it 
is interpreted as exclusionary (Rashi; Rabbi Aharon HaLevi). 
However, others note that this is not difficult, since the 
definite article is neither inclusionary nor exclusionary; 
rather, it comes for emphasis and is interpreted based on 
its context (Ritva). 


Perek II 
Daf28 Amudb 


NOTES 
Reside [teshvu] as you dwell — w17 pya 14wH: The basis 
of this exposition is that the term teshvu in the context 


of sukka is not used in the typical sense, i.e., sit. Rather, 


its meaning here is like its meaning in the verse (Genesis 
37:1): “And Israel dwelt [vayeshev] in the land of his father’s 
sojourning’ (Ritva). 
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G E M ARA With regard to the halakha that women, 


slaves, and minors are exempt from the 
mitzva of sukka, the Gemara asks: From where are these matters 
derived? The Gemara answers that it is as the Sages taught in a 
baraita that it is stated: “All the homeborn in Israel shall reside in 
sukkot” (Leviticus 23:42). Had the verse stated only: Homeborn, 
it would have been derived that any homeborn member of the 
Jewish people is obligated to observe this mitzva. However, the 
term with the addition of the definite article: “The homeborn,” 
indicates that only certain homeborn members are obligated, 
i.e., men, to the exclusion of the women. The word “all” in 
the phrase: “All the homeborn,” comes to include the minors 
capable of performing this mitzva. 


§ The Gemara analyzes the baraita. The Master said: “The 
homeborn’ is to the exclusion of women. Is that to say that the 
term homeborn without the definite article indicates both men 
and women? Isn’t it taught in a baraita with regard to Yom Kip- 
pur that it is stated: “And it shall be a statute forever unto you: In 
the seventh month, on the tenth day of the month, you shall af- 
flict your souls and shall do no manner of work, the homeborn, 
or the stranger that sojourns among you” (Leviticus 16:29). And 
the term “the homeborn” in that verse comes to include home- 
born women, who are obligated in the mitzva of affliction on 
Yom Kippur. In that case, the definite article comes to include 
women. Therefore, apparently, the term homeborn, without the 
definite article, indicates only men. Rabba said: They are each 
a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and the Sages mere- 
ly supported them with verses as a mnemonic device. Therefore, 
it is not surprising that the derivations are contradictory. 


The Gemara asks: Which of them is derived from the verse and 
which is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai and merely 
supported by a verse? And furthermore, why do I need the 
verse and why do I need the halakha? Isn’t sukka a positive, 
time-bound mitzva, and the principle is that women are exempt 
from all positive, time-bound mitzvot? There is no need for a 
special derivation to exempt women from the mitzva of sukka. 


And there is no need for a derivation with regard to their obliga- 
tion to fast on Yom Kippur, as that can be derived from that 
which Rabbi Yehuda said that Rav said, as Rabbi Yehuda said 
that Rav said, and it was likewise taught in the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael: The verse says: “When a man or woman shall commit 
any sin that a person commits, to commit a trespass against the 
Lord, and that soul be guilty” (Numbers s:6). 


The verse equated a woman to a man with regard to all punish- 
ments and prohibitions in the Torah. The mitzvot of Yom Kippur 
include prohibitions, as well as the punishment of karet. Why, 
then, was this additional derivation necessary? Abaye said: Actu- 
ally, sukka is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. Never- 
theless, it was necessary to teach that a woman is exempt from 

the mitzva of sukka, as it might enter your mind to say: “Shall 

you reside” (Leviticus 23:42) indicates that you reside in the 

sukka as you dwell;" just as dwelling is typically performed by 
aman and his wife, so too, the mitzva of sukka is performed by 
both a man and his wife. Therefore, it teaches us that women 

are exempt. 
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Rava said a different reason: A halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai was necessary to teach that a woman is exempt from the 
mitzva of sukka, as it might enter your mind to say: Derive a 
verbal analogy with regard to Sukkot, about which it is written: 


“On the fifteenth day of this seventh month is the festival of Sukkot” 


(Leviticus 23:34), from Passover, about which it is written: “And 
on the fifteenth day of the same month is the festival of matzot” 
(Leviticus 23:6). Just as there, women are obligated to eat matza 
on Passover even though it is a time-bound mitzva, so too here, 
with regard to the mitzva of sukka, women are obligated. There- 
fore, the halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai teaches us that 
they are exempt. 


The Gemara asks: And now that you said that women’s exemption 
from the mitzva of sukka is a halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai, why do I need the definite article stated in the verse in the 
term “the homeborn”? The Gemara answers: This verse comes 
to include converts, as it might enter your mind to say that 
the Merciful One says: “The homeborn in Israel,”" indicating 
that only homeborn Jews are included and not the converts. 
Therefore, the verse teaches us that converts are also obligated. 


The Gemara asks: The obligation of women to fast on Yom Kippur 
is derived from the statement that Rabbi Yehuda said that Rav 
said. In that case, why do I need the definite article in the term: 
The homeborn? The Gemara answers: That phrase was needed 
only to include women in the extension of the period of affliction 
on Yom Kippur eve, as it might enter your mind to say: Since 
the Merciful One excludes one who violates the obligation to 
afflict himself during the extension of the period of affliction 
from the punishment of karet and from the Torah prohibition, 
women should not be obligated to observe that period at all. 
Their obligation to observe Yom Kippur is based on the principle: 
The verse equated a woman to a man with regard to all punish- 
ments and prohibitions in the Torah. Since there is neither pun- 
ishment nor Torah prohibition during that period, women should 
be exempt. Therefore, the verse teaches us that since they are 
obligated to observe Yom Kippur, they are obligated to observe 
the extension of Yom Kippur as well. 


The Master said in the baraita: “All the homeborn’” comes to in- 
clude the minors capable of performing this mitzva. The Gemara 
asks: Didn’t we learn in the mishna: Women and slaves and 
minors are exempt from the mitzva of sukka? The Gemara an- 
swers: This is not difficult. Here, in the baraita where it is taught 
that minors are included, it is referring to a minor who reached 
the age of training, whose parents are commanded to train him 
in the performance of mitzvot and to accustom him to fulfill them. 
Here, in the mishna where it stated that the minor is exempt, it is 
referring to a minor who did not yet reach the age of training. 
The Gemara asks: The obligation ofa minor who reached the age 
of training to perform mitzvot is by rabbinic law, and therefore 
it is not derived from a verse. The Gemara answers: Indeed, the 
obligation of the minor is by rabbinic law as part of his training, 
and the verse is a mere support alluding to that obligation. 


The mishna continues: A minor who does not need his mother 
any longer is obligated in the mitzva of sukka." The Gemara asks: 
What are the circumstances of a minor who does not need his 

mother? In the school of Rabbi Yannai they said: This is refer- 
ring to any child who defecates and his mother does not need 

to wipe him. Rabbi Shimon says: It is any child who awakens 

from his sleep and does not call: Mother, mother. The Gemara 

asks: Older children also call for their mother when they arise; 
what, then, is the criterion? The Gemara answers: Rather, say that 
any child who awakens and does not call: Mother, mother, re- 
peatedly until his mother comes is characterized as one who does 

not need his mother. An older child will cry once. However, if his 

mother does not come, he will tend to himself. 


—— NOTES — 
The homeborn in Israel - bywa mux: It has already 
been noted that the derivation in the halakhic midrash is 
similar in content, but it is based on the phrase “in Israel.” 
Apparently, both terms, “the homeborn” and “in Israel’ are 
exclusionary. However, the principle is that an exclusion 
followed by another exclusion comes to include. Therefore, 
converts are also included. This derivation also appears in 
tractate Yevamot in the Jerusalem Talmud (see Arukh LaNer 
and Sefat Emet). 


HALAKHA 
Which minor is obligated in the mitzva of sukka — mpg 
mawa IN yop: A child who does not need his mother, i.e., 
a five- or six-year-old, is obligated to reside in the sukka 
by rabbinic law so that he is trained in the observance of 
mitzvot, in accordance with the mishna and the opinion of 
Rav Asi in Firuvin 82a (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 640:2). 
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NOTES 
From the point that the congealed dish will spoil [tisrah] - 
napa mong: The term tisrah does not mean that one re- 
mains in the sukka until the dish becomes rancid [sirahon], a 
food will not spoil to that extent so quickly. Rather, in this con- 
text it means until the food becomes slightly spoiled (Rambam). 


This is with regard to extensive study, that is with regard to 
intensive study — Ya XM ,DIMa NT: Rashi and other com- 
mentaries hold that extensive Torah study may be undertaken 
in the sukka while in-depth analysis should be undertaken 
outside the sukka. Others maintain the opposite: Extensive 
Torah study may be accomplished anywhere, while in-depth 
analysis requires a quiet, comfortable, and airy place like a sukka. 


LANGUAGE 


Jug [kiton] — imp: From the Greek kwðwv, kothon, a drink- 
ing vessel. 


HALAKHA 
The manner of residence in the sukka - nawa TPF J17: The 
mitzva to reside in a sukka involves eating, sleeping, and living 
in the sukka both day and night, just as one resides in his home 
throughout the rest of the year. One should have beautiful ves- 
sels and bedding in the sukka just as he does at home (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:1). 


Studying Torah in the sukka - 71a min si: One should 
study Torah in the sukka during the seven days of the Festival. If 
one seeks to analyze a matter in depth, he may leave the sukka 
and move to a place where he is better able to concentrate, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava as interpreted by Rashi, 
the Rif, and the Rambam (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:4). 


Perek II 
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The mishna relates: There was an incident where the daughter- 
in-law of Shammai the Elder gave birth and he removed part of 
the roof so the baby would be in a sukka. The Gemara asks: Does 

the mishna cite an incident to contradict the preceding halakha 

that minors that are not independent are exempt from the mitz- 
va of sukka? The Gemara answers: The mishna is incomplete, 
and it teaches the following: And Shammai is stringent even 

with very small children; and there was also an incident and 

the daughter-in-law of Shammai the Elder gave birth and 

Shammai removed the coat of plaster from the roof and left the 

beams and roofed with the beams over the bed for the newborn 

minor. 


MI SHNA All seven days of Sukkot, a person ren- 


ders his sukka his permanent residence 
and his house his temporary residence. If rain fell, from when 
is it permitted to vacate the sukka? It is permitted from the 
point that it is raining so hard that the congealed dish will 
spoil." The Sages told a parable: To what is this matter com- 
parable? It is comparable to a servant who comes to pour wine 
for his master, and he pours a jug [kiton]' of water in his face 
to show him that his presence is not desired. So too, in the sukka, 
rain is an indication that the Holy One, Blessed be He, does not 
want the person to fulfill the mitzva of sukka. 


GEMARA The Sages taught: All seven days of 

Sukkot, a person renders his sukka his 
permanent residence and his house his temporary residence." 
How so? If he has beautiful vessels, he takes them up to the 
sukka, which was typically built on the roof. If he has beautiful 
bedding, he takes it up to the sukka. He eats and drinks and 
relaxes in the sukka. The Gemara asks: From where are these 
matters derived? The Gemara explains that it is as the Sages 
taught: “In sukkot shall you reside” (Leviticus 23:42), and they 
interpreted: Reside as you dwell in your permanent home. From 
here they said: All seven days, a person renders his sukka his 
permanent residence and his house his temporary residence. 
How so? If he has beautiful vessels, he takes them up to the 
sukka; if he has beautiful bedding, he takes it up to the sukka; 
he eats and drinks and relaxes in the sukka and studies Torah 
in the sukka.” 


With regard to studying Torah in the sukka, the Gemara asks: Is 
that so? Didn’t Rava say: Studying Bible and studying Mishna 
are undertaken in the sukka; however, analyzing the Mishna 
must be undertaken outside the sukka. This indicates that one 
should not analyze Torah in the sukka. The Gemara answers: 
It is not difficult. This baraita, where it was taught that one 
studies in the sukka, is with regard to extensive study, i.e., broad 
study and memorization. That statement of Rava that one 
should study outside the sukka is with regard to intensive 
study; such study requires an environment where one can 
concentrate properly in order to engage in analysis of the Mishna. 


As in that situation involving Rava and Rami bar Hama, when 
they would stand before Rav Hisda, after he taught them a 
halakha they would quickly review the tradition that they heard 
from him together and only then analyze the rationale of the 
tradition that they had received. Apparently, in the study of 
Mishna and the amoraic commentary on the Mishna there is a 
distinction between extensive and intensive study. 
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With regard to residence in the sukka, Rava said: Drinking 
vessels such as cups, which are usually clean, remain in the 
sukka." Eating vessels" are taken out of the sukka after use." An 
earthenware jug and a wicker basket [shahil]® that are used 
for drawing water are taken outside the sukka. And a lamp re- 
mains inside the sukka," and some say it is taken outside the 
sukka. The Gemara comments: And they do not disagree. 
Rather, this opinion, that a lamp remains inside the sukka, is 
referring to a large sukka, where the lamp and its odor do not 
disturb those residing in the sukka. And that opinion, that the 
lamp is taken outside the sukka, is referring to a small sukka, 
where the lamp’s odor is offensive." 


§ The mishna stated: If rain fell, it is permitted to leave the 
sukka from the point that it is raining so hard that the congealed 
dish will spoil. It was taught in the Tosefta: The measure is from 
when a congealed dish of pounded grain, a dish ruined by even 
slight rainfall, will spoil." 


Abaye was sitting before Rav Yosef in the sukka. The wind 
blew and brought with it splinters from the roofing, and they 
fell onto the food. Rav Yosef said to him: Vacate my vessels 
from here, and I will eat in the house. Abaye said to him: 
Didn’t we learn in the mishna that one remains in the sukka 
until the congealed dish will spoil? That is not yet the case. He 
said to him: For me, since I am delicate, this situation is as if 
the congealed dish will spoil. 


The Sages taught: If one was eating in the sukka, and rain fell, 
and he descended from the sukka on the roof to eat in his house, 
one does not burden him to ascend back to the sukka once the 
rain ceases until after he finishes his meal. Similarly, if one was 
sleeping under the roofing of the sukka, and rain fell, and he 
descended to sleep in the house, one does not burden him to 
ascend back to the sukka once the rain ceases; rather, he may 
sleep in the house until it becomes light." 


A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Is the correct reading 

of the baraita: Until one awakens [sheyeor], spelled with an 

ayin, and once he awakens he returns to the sukka even in the 

middle of the night? Or is the correct reading: Until it becomes 

light [sheyeor]," spelled with an alef, and he need not return to 

the sukka until morning? Come and hear a proof that will re- 
solve the matter from a related baraita: One need not return to 

the sukka until it becomes light [sheyeor], spelled with an alef, 
and dawn arrives. The Gemara asks: Why did the baraita repeat 

the arrival of light two times (Ritva)? Rather, say instead: Until 

he awakens [sheyeor], spelled with an ayin, and the dawn ar- 
rives. Both of the readings are accurate, as until one awakens and 

it becomes light he may remain in the house. 


NOTES 


Drinking vessels in the sukka — xabbpna Nom NI: Some 
commentaries explain that it is merely permitted to keep these 
items in the sukka (Rashi; Meiri; Ran), while others explain that 
it is preferable to bring them into the sukka, just as one resides 
with his vessels in his home (Rav Yehuda ben Berekhya on the 
Rif; Shulhan Arukh HaRav). 


Eating vessels — sbon N: Some commentaries explain that 
he reference is to used plates and bowls. They must be removed 
rom the sukka because they are dirty and it would be a display 
of contempt for the mitzva of sukka to keep them there (Rashi; 
Rosh; Meiri). Others say that the reference is to cooking utensils, 
e.g. pots and skewers. Since one does not keep them alongside 
him in the house, there is no need to do so in the sukka (Ba'al 
Halakhot Gedolot; Tosafot; Ritva). Yet others explain that since 
here is no set time for drinking, drinking vessels remain in the 


sukka at all times. However, since meals are held at set times, 
eating vessels remain outside (/ttur). 


A lamp inside the sukka - xabbyna xa: According to Rashi 
(cited in Maggid Mishne and others), the reference is to a lamp 
whose light was extinguished. It must be removed, because an 
earthenware lamp becomes disgusting after use. However, oth- 
ers hold that it is referring to a lit lamp, which must be removed 
due to concern lest it cause a fire (Tosafot; Rosh). Alternatively, 
because the lamp is burning, one is forced to distance himself 
from it, thereby diminishing the area of the sukka that can be 
used (Meiri: Ritva). 


Until one awakens or until it becomes light — 1% ix Tiypw ty 
qi: Although the version according to most authorities and 
commentaries is: Until one awakens, the version of the geonim 
is: Until it becomes light. In their opinion, one is exempt only 
until dawn (see Ritva). 


rom the publisher 


HALAKHA 


Eating and drinking vessels in the sukka — mar ba 
nawa mwy: Beautiful vessels, including cups, should 
be brought into the sukka. However, eating utensils (Tur), 
e.g., pots and dishes, should be removed after use. It is 
customary not to bring pots into the sukka at all, even if 
one typically eats from them (Hayyei Adam; Mishna Berura; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:1). 


Lamp in the sukka - 7313 33: A lamp may be placed in a 
large sukka. If the sukka is small, it must be placed outside 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:1). 


Leaving the sukka due to rain - hya mawn ya mex? 
Dwa: If rain falls, it is permitted to leave the sukka from 
the point that the rain is capable of ruining even a cooked 
bean dish. That is the halakha even if there is no food pres- 
ent (Sefer Mitzvot Gadol and others; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 639:5 and the comment of the Rema). 


When does one return to sleep in the sukka — xin ma 
mawa jor: If one was sleeping in the sukka and exited 
due to rain, he is not required to return immediately; rath- 
er, he may sleep in his house until dawn. Even then, there 
is no obligation to wake him; he may remain sleeping until 
he awakens (Rema; Jur). The Rema writes that anyone 
who is exempt from the mitzva of sukka due to inclement 
weather and does not exit is acting foolishly. However, in 
the Jerusalem Talmud one who does so is praised, and 
many pious men conducted themselves stringently and 
remained in the sukka (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:7). 


BACKGROUND 


Wicker basket — Yny: The geonim understand that a 
shahil is referring to the Egyptian wicker basket. Some 
maintain that it was used to filter fluids poured from a jug. 


Wicker baskets 
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NOTES 
Who poured the water in whose face - nb JPW n: Ac- 
cording to the understanding that it is the servant who 
poured the water on his master, the parable is interpreted 
as follows: Although it was legitimate for one to leave the 
sukka, the fact that once he left he does not return is a 
display of contempt for the mitzva and for God. 


The sun...the heavenly lights - nisixna...man: The com- 
mentaries note that eclipses are predictable and their 
occurrences can be calculated precisely. However, the 
Sages said that the times of the eclipses are periods with 
calamitous potential and are considered a bad omen 
(lyyun Ya'akov; Arukh LaNer, etc.). Others understand that 
heavenly lights refers to sun spots that appear occasion- 
ally (Ye‘arot Devash). 


The heavenly lights are eclipsed — pp DiN: This 
refers primarily to a lunar eclipse. Most of the issues men- 
tioned in this context are forms of actions performed clan- 
destinely. This is represented by the moon, which shines at 
night. The Gemara (Shabbat 156a) says that people born 
under the influence of the moon are particularly adept at 
theft (Maharsha). 


LANGUAGE 


Lantern [panas] — D39: From the Greek pavóç, fanos, 
meaning torch or glass cover. In the language of the 
Sages its usage is similar to the modern usage, a portable 
lamp whose flame is shielded and shines through one or 
more openings. 
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§ The mishna continues: The Sages told a parable: To what is 
this matter comparable? It is comparable to a servant who comes 
to pour wine for his master, and he pours a jug of water in his face. 
A dilemma was raised before the Sages: Who poured the water 
in whose face?" Come and hear a proof, as it is taught explicitly 
in a baraita: His master poured a jug of water on his face and 
said to him: I do not want your service. 


Apropos the fact that rain on Sukkot is an indication of divine re- 
buke, the Gemara cites several related topics. The Sages taught: 
When the sun is eclipsed it is a bad omen for the entire world. 
The Gemara tells a parable. To what is this matter comparable? 
It is comparable to a king of flesh and blood who prepared a feast 
for his servants and placed a lantern [panas] before them to 
illuminate the hall. He became angry at them and said to his 
servant: Take the lantern from before them and seat them in 
darkness. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir says: When the heaven- 
ly lights," i.e., the sun and the moon, are eclipsed," it is a bad 
omen for the enemies of the Jewish people, which is a euphe- 
mism for the Jewish people, because they are experienced in 
their beatings. Based on past experience, they assume that any 
calamity that afflicts the world is directed at them. The Gemara 
suggests a parable: This is similar to a teacher who comes to the 
school with a strap in his hand. Who worries? The child who is 
accustomed to be beaten each and every day is the one who 
worries. 


The Sages taught in another baraita: When the sun is eclipsed, 
it is a bad omen for the other nations. When the moon is 
eclipsed, it is a bad omen for the enemies of the Jewish people. 
This is due to the fact that the Jewish people calculate their 
calendar primarily based on the moon, and the other nations 
calculate based on the sun. When the sun is eclipsed in the east, 
it is a bad omen for the residents of the lands of the east. When 
it is eclipsed in the west, it is a bad omen for the residents of the 
lands of the west. When it is eclipsed in the middle of the sky, it 
is a bad omen for the entire world. 


If, during an eclipse, the visage of the sun is red like blood, it is 
an omen that sword, i.e., war, is coming to the world. If the sun 
is black like sackcloth® made of dark goat hair, it is an omen that 
arrows of hunger are coming to the world, because hunger dark- 
ens people's faces. When it is similar both to this, to blood, and 
to that, to sackcloth, it is a sign that both sword and arrows of 
hunger are coming to the world. Ifit was eclipsed upon its entry, 
soon after rising, it is an omen that calamity is tarrying to come. 
If the sun is eclipsed upon its departure at the end of the day, 
it is an omen that calamity is hastening to come. And some 
say the matters are reversed: An eclipse in the early morning is 
an omen that calamity is hastening, while an eclipse in the late 
afternoon is an omen that calamity is tarrying. 


The Sages said: There is no nation that is afflicted whose god is 

not afflicted with it, as it is stated: “And against all the gods of 
Egypt I will mete out judgment; I am God” (Exodus 12:12). The 

Gemara adds: When the Jewish people perform God’s will, they 

need not fear any of these omens, as it is stated: “Thus says the 

Lord: Learn not the way of the nations, and be not dismayed 

at the signs of Heaven; for the nations are dismayed at them” 
(Jeremiah 10:2). The nations will be dismayed, but the Jewish 

people will not be dismayed, provided they do not follow the 

ways of the nations. 


Sackcloth — pw: Everywhere that sackcloth is mentioned un- 
modified in the Bible and in rabbinic literature, it refers to a 


BACKGROUND 


coarse material made of goat hair. Since goats were typically 
black, sackcloth is also dark. 
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The Sages taught that on account of four matters the sun is 
eclipsed: On account of a president of the court who dies 
and is not eulogized appropriately, and the eclipse is a type of 
eulogy by Heaven; on account of a betrothed young woman 
who screamed in the city that she was being raped and there 
was no one to rescue her; on account of homosexuality; and 
on account of two brothers whose blood was spilled as one. 


And on account of four matters the heavenly lights are 
eclipsed: On account of forgers of a fraudulent document 
[pelaster]' that is intended to discredit others; on account of 
testifiers of false testimony; on account of raisers of small 
domesticated animals in Eretz Yisrael in a settled area; and on 
account of choppers of good, fruit-producing trees. 


And on account of four matters the property of homeowners 
is delivered to the monarchy” as punishment: On account of 
those keepers of paid promissory notes, who keep these docu- 
ments instead of tearing them or returning them to the borrow- 
ers, as that would allow the lender to collect money with the 
note a second time; and on account of lenders with interest; 


and on account of those who had the ability to reprimand 
sinners and did not reprimand them; and on account of 
those who issued a commitment to give charity in public and 
ultimately do not give the charity to which they committed. 


Rav said: On account of four matters the property of home- 
owners is confiscated by the state treasury [timyon]:"' On 
account of those who delay payment of the salary of hired 
laborers (see Leviticus 19:13; Deuteronomy 24:15); 3; on account 
of those who withhold the salary of hired laborers’ and do 
not pay at all; and on account of those who throw off the yoke 
of communal responsibility from their own necks and place 
that yoke on the necks of their friends; and on account of the 
arrogance of those who, due to their wealth, exercise power over 
the community. And the punishment for arrogance is equal to 
them all. However, with regard to the humble it is written: 
“The humble will inherit the land and delight themselves in 
the abundance of peace” (Psalms 37:11). 


NOTES 

On account of four matters the sun is eclipsed — Yawa 
np man O37 yIW: What is the connection between a 
solar eclipse and these matters? The president of the court is 
compared to the sun because he disseminates the light of To- 
rah. Since this betrothed young woman screams in the middle 
of the day and no one responds, from her perspective it is like 
night. With regard to homosexuality, that conduct was typical 
of the generation of the flood, when the sun was obscured 
(Arukh LaNer; Maharsha). 


The property of homeowners is delivered to the monarchy — 
moby pra ona ya 3): There are those who interpret this 

to mean that the authorities examine their records and expose 

actions that they performed clandestinely or anonymously 

(Benayahu). 


LANGUAGE 
A fraudulent document [pelaster] - 1703: From the Greek 
xAáoTng, plastès. Its meanings include forgery, falsehood, and 
fabrication. The Gemara is referring to forgers of fraudulent 
documents. 


NOTES 


Property confiscated by the state treasury - Oxy) Dp) 
rad: The Maharsha explains that the common denominator 
of these four actions is that they are all the result of conceit and 
arrogance. Because people promote themselves and assume 
an air of self-importance, they become known to the authori- 
ties, who ultimately seize their possessions. 


Delay payment and withhold payment - ipwiy) waits: The 
Maharsha explains that these are not acts of actual robbery; 
rather, the employer withholds the payment of his workers 
because he deems dealing with the needs of the working class 
beneath him. Some interpreted that those who withhold pay- 
ment in this context refers to those who hire workers but do 
not set the conditions and payment in advance and ultimately 
pay the worker less than the standard rate. Others explain that 
the reference is to employers who tell their workers that they 
will pay them after they ascertain the going rate of payment 
for services rendered but they fail to do so in a timely fashion 
(Benayahu). 


LANGUAGE 
State treasury [timyon] — ia: From the Greek tatetov, 
tamieyon, or taustov, tameyon, meaning treasury, the state 
treasury. Obviously, from the perspective of those who pay, 
and especially due to the corruption and carelessness of the 
treasury, this term is used to describe property that is not re- 
coverable. 
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This chapter dealt primarily with analyzing the mitzva to reside in the sukka and with 
other halakhot that emerge from that analysis. 


The obligation to reside in the sukka is derived from the verse “In sukkot shall you 
reside seven days.” That verse is also the basis for the principle: Reside as you dwell. 
During the Festival, one must reside in his sukka in the same manner in which he 
resides in his house during the rest of the year. This principle leads to some strictures 
and some leniencies. On the one hand, one’s permanent abode during the festival of 
Sukkot must be in the sukka, and therefore, one is obligated to eat, drink, and sleep in 
the sukka. However, one is not obligated to reside in the sukka under circumstances 
in which he would not typically remain in his permanent residence. Therefore, one 
who is ill or for whom residing in the sukka causes discomfort is exempt from the 
mitzva. Similarly, one is not obligated to remain in the sukka in the rain. Travelers are 
also exempt, as are those whose business dealings compel them to be on the road. 
Fundamentally, one is obligated to eat in the sukka only food upon which one bases 
a meal. There is no obligation to eat a particular number of meals in the sukka; one 
need eat only ifhe chooses to do so, as he would at home. 


There is no obligation to reside in one sukka all seven days of the Festival. It is even 
permitted for one to build a sukka that, due to rabbinic decrees, he will be unable to 
use on Shabbat and on the first Festival day, provided that the structure of the sukka 
is sufficiently sturdy to last all seven days. Since the obligation is merely that the 
sukka be fit for residence, it is fit whether it is stationary or movable, on land or at sea. 


The shade of the sukka must be from its roofing; it is prohibited to place any perma- 
nent barrier between one sitting in the sukka and the sky other than the roofing. 
Therefore, placing a cover over the sukka or any type of sheet or netting over a bed 
inside the sukka prevents fulfillment of the mitzva. However, a temporary barrier and 
sukka decorations do not constitute an obstruction and do not prevent the mitzva’s 


fulfillment. 


The obligation to reside in the sukka is a positive, time-bound mitzva. Therefore, 
based on established halakhic principles, women and Canaanite slaves are exempt 
from the mitzva. Minors, who are exempt from all mitzvot, are obviously exempt 
from this mitzva as well. However, there is an obligation by rabbinic law to train a 
child in performance of mitzvot, and the Sages determined the age at which the child 
should be trained to reside in the sukka. 


As is the case with regard to other mitzvot, one who is engaged in the performance 
of another mitzva is exempt from residing in the sukka. 


These and related halakhot and their various details were the main focus of this 
chapter. 
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However, on the fifteenth day of the seventh month, 
when you have gathered in the fruits of the land, you 
shall keep the feast of the Lord seven days; on the first 
day shall be a solemn rest, and on the eighth day shall 
be a solemn rest. And you shall take for yourselves on 
the first day the fruit of a beautiful tree, branches of 
a date palm, and boughs of a dense-leaved tree, and 
willows of the brook. 


(Leviticus 23:39-40) 


The Torah verses that command the children of Israel to take the four species on 
the festival of Sukkot raise various questions. The names provided in the Torah are 
not clearly defined, distinctive names of the species; rather, they are allusions and 
descriptions. The first question therefore concerns identifying these species. After 
that initial determination, it is necessary to determine the numerous details with 
regard to fulfillment of the mitzva. The number and measure of each of the species 
must be ascertained. Can the mitzva be fulfilled with any one of the species of tree 
mentioned in the verse, or are there restrictions with regard to the specific tree or 
part of the tree required? Questions arise with regard to a plethora of minute details. 
Among them: In what condition must these species be? What precise form must 
they take? Are there other restrictions with regard to their nature? Can trees that are 
prohibited for one reason or another be used in fulfilling the mitzva? 


Similarly, various questions are raised with regard to the purchase and taking of these 
species, ranging from the question of their ownership to issues related to taking the 
species during the Sabbatical Year and thereafter. 


The mitzvot of taking the species are also unclear. How is this taking performed? Are 
all the species taken together? Must they be attached or bound together? What is 
the nature and manner of the act of taking them? Must one merely hold them, or is 
there an additional requirement? 


There is an additional series of questions: Where is the taking of the species per- 
formed? Is it an obligation incumbent on each individual everywhere; or is it tied 
to the sacrificial service in the Temple? Is one obligated to take the species just one 
day or for all seven days? How many times a day? 


These questions, raised specifically with regard to each of the species and with regard 
to all the species together, along with practical questions that emerge from them, will 
be addressed in this chapter. 
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MI S HN A lulav" that was stolen" or that is com- 

pletely dry" is unfit" for use in fulfilling the 
mitzva of the four species. The lulav of a tree worshipped as 
idolatry [asheira]" and a lulav from a city whose residents were 
incited to idolatry,” which must be burned along with all the city’s 
property, are unfit. If the top of the lulav was severed or if the 
palm leaves were severed from the spine of the lulav, itis unfit. If 
its leaves, although still attached, were spread and are no longer 
completely joined to the spine, itis fit. Rabbi Yehuda says: In that 
case, one should bind the lulav from the top, to join the leaves 
that spread to the spine. A lulav from the palms of the Iron Moun- 
tain are fit for use, although it differs from one taken from a stan- 
dard palm tree, in that its leaves are shorter and do not cover the 
entire spine. A lulav that has three handbreadths in length, suf- 
ficient to enable one to wave with it, is fit for use in fulfilling the 
mitzva. 


G E M ARA? The ruling in the mishna is that a stolen 

ulav is unfit. The Gemara posits: The 
mishna teaches this halakha unequivocally, indicating that there 
is no difference whether the stolen lulav is used on the first day 
of the festival of Sukkot, when taking the four species is a mitzva 
by Torah law, and there is no difference whether the stolen lulav 
is used beginning on the second day of the festival of Sukkot, 
when it is a mitzva by rabbinic law. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, a dry lulav is unfit both on the first 
day and subsequently. It is unfit for use because the term hadar is 
used with regard to the four species, from which it is derived that 
we require beauty." And since in a dry lulav there is not beauty, 
itis unfit. However, with regard to a stolen lulav, granted, on the 
first day of the Festival it is unfit, as it is written: “And you shall 
take for yourselves on the first day” (Leviticus 23:40), indicating 
that the four species must be taken from your own property. 
However, beginning on the second day of the Festival, why does 
one not fulfill his obligation with a stolen lulav? 


Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: 


HALAKHA 


A lulav that was stolen — basa abs: A lulav or any one 
of the other four species that is stolen is unfit for use in 
fulfillment of the mitzva, whether it is before or after its 
owners despaired of recovering it, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yohanan in the name of Rabbi Shimon 
bar Yohai. If change by means of an action was effected 
prior to the performance of the mitzva, the lulav itself is fit, 
but its use in fulfilling the mitzva is prohibited due to the 
principle: A mitzva that comes by means of a transgres- 
sion. Conversely, some say that a stolen /u/av is unfit only 
for the robber himself, but others who acquire it from him 
may use it to fulfill the mitzva after the owners despair of 
recovering it, even if no physical change was effected in 
the lulav (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 649:1). 


A lulav. ..that is completely dry - vaI..27b: If most 
of the leaves or the spine of a lulav are dry (Tur), it is unfit. 
What is the definition of dry? It is when the green color 
fades and turns pale. Others say that the definition of dry 
applies only when it is so dry that it crumbles when one 
touches it with his fingernail (Tur, citing Tosafot). The latter 
opinion was relied upon in lands where there were no 
palm trees (Rema, citing Haggahot Maimoniyyot). How- 
ever, many later authorities hold that one may not rely 
on that leniency (Taz and others; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 645:5). 


A lulav... of a tree worshipped as idolatry - bw. ab 
mMywr: A lulav from an idolatrous city or from a tree that is 
itself worshipped as idolatry, is unfit. However, a lulav from 
a tree planted in a place where idolatry is worshipped is 
fit, provided the tree itself was not worshipped (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 469:3-4). 


BACKGROUND 


A city whose residents were incited to idolatry - vy 
nman: This is a city in which the majority of inhabitants 
worshipped idolatry (Deuteronomy 13:13-19). The city 
is judged by the Great Sanhedrin, the court of seventy- 
one. The Sanhedrin has the authority to send an army 
to subdue the city. Afterward, courts are convened and 
each of the city’s adult inhabitants is judged. Those found 
guilty of idol worship are beheaded rather than stoned, 
which is the usual punishment for idolatry. The innocent 
are not slain. All the property in the city, including that of 
the righteous, is destroyed, and all its buildings are razed. 
It then remains in ruins forever. 


NOTES 


Lulav - abs: Although the etrog precedes the lulav in the verse 
in Leviticus, the mishna begins its treatment with the lulav 
for several reasons. First, the blessing recited when taking the 
four species is: Blessed are You, Lord our God, King of the uni- 
verse, Who sanctified us with his mitzvot and commanded us 
about taking the /u/av. In addition, three of the species, i.e., the 
lulav, the myrtle branch, and the willow, are bound together. 
Together, they constitute the bulk of the components of the 
mitzva of taking the /ulav. Furthermore, the halakhot of these 
three species are similar, while the etrog has several halakhot 
unique to it (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Kappot Temarim). 


That is completely dry is unfit - Toa wa: There are several 
reasons for this ruling. Tosafot and the Ritva explain that it is 
unfit because it does not meet the criterion of beauty. Although 


beauty is mentioned in the verse only with regard to the etrog, 
they hold that this halakha pertaining to lulav is derived from 
it. Rashi explains that a dry lulav is unfit based on the verse: 
“This is my God and | will glorify Him” (Exodus 15:2), from which 
it is derived that one should perform the mitzva in a beautiful 
fashion (Sefer Mitzvot Gadol; Meri). Some identify the source 
of the unfitness in the verse “And when you offer the blind for 
sacrifice, is it no evil? And when you offer the lame and sick, is 
it no evil? Present it now unto thy governor; will he be pleased 
with you?” (Malachi 1:8). It is a display of contempt to perform 
a mitzva with an object that one would not present to a promi- 
nent person (Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi; Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Sefer 
Hashlama). In the Jerusalem Talmud, the unfitness is attributed 
to the verse “The dead praise not the Lord” (Psalms 115:17), and 
a dry lulav is considered dead. 


Granted a dry lulav is unfit because we require beauty — 
Pragon xabwa: The commentaries and halakhic authori- 
ties discuss the parameters and halakhot with regard to both 
the requirement of beauty and the prohibition against taking 
a stolen /ulav. Some explain that the requirement of beauty 
with regard to the four species applies for all seven days of 
Sukkot only in the Temple, where this is a mitzva by Torah law 
all seven days (Sefer Hashlama). Others explain that when the 
Sages instituted the ordinance to take the lulav all seven days 
even outside the Temple to commemorate the Temple, they 
included the requirement of beauty in that ordinance, but not 
the other requirement that it be one’s own property (Sefat 
Emet). See Tosafot and the Ritva, who explain this distinction by 
differentiating between a flaw intrinsic to the object, e.g., the 
lack of beauty, and an external flaw, e.g., the object was stolen. 
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BACKGROUND 

Despair - wax: Despairing of recovering a stolen object is 
not merely an emotional state of mind but a legal one as well. 
According to halakha, despair occurs when one who has lost 
his property despairs of the possibility of recovering it. Once 
this happens, the item is considered abandoned property, 
and anyone may take it. This concept relates to the halakhot 
of returning lost objects, as well as to the legal status of stolen 
property. 


HALAKHA = —————————— 
Robbery in a burnt-offering - maya bas: In a case where one 
steals an animal and sacrifices it as an offering, the offering 
is disqualified. God hates it, and needless to say it is not ac- 
cepted. However, if the owner despairs of ever recovering the 
animal, the offering is fit. Nevertheless, the Sages said that a 
sin-offering whose stolen status became public knowledge 
does not effect atonement for the one who offers it, even after 
the owner despairs, in deference to the altar (Rambam Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 5:7). 
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NOTES 


It is unfit because it is a mitzva that comes to be fulfilled by 
means ofa transgression," which renders the mitzva unfulfilled, 
as it is stated: “And you have brought that which was stolen 
and the lame, and the sick; that is how you bring the offering; 
should I accept this of your hand? says the Lord” (Malachi 1:13). 
Based on the juxtaposition in the verse, it is derived that the legal 
status of a stolen animal is equivalent to that of a lame animal." 
Just as a lame animal, because it is blemished, has no remedy 
and is unfit for use, so too, a stolen animal has no remedy. There 
is no difference before the owners reach a state of despair? of 
recovering the stolen animal, and there is no difference after 
despair. In both cases there is no remedy. 


The Gemara elaborates: Granted, before the despair of the 
owner, the robber may not sacrifice the animal because the ani- 
mal does not belong to him. The Merciful One says: “When a 
person sacrifices from yours an offering” (Leviticus 1:2). The 
term “from yours” indicates that the animal must belong to the 
one sacrificing it, and this stolen animal is not his. However, 
after the despair of the owner, didn’t the robber acquire the 
animal with the despair?" Once the owner despairs, the animal 
belongs to the robber, despite the fact that he incurs a debt that 
he must repay the owner. Since the animal is legally his, why is it 
prohibited for the robber to sacrifice it as an offering? Rather, is 
it not because the offering is a mitzva that comes by means of 
a transgression? Since the animal came into his possession by 
means of a transgression, it is unfit for use in fulfilling a mitzva. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai: What is the meaning of that which is written: “For I the 
Lord love justice, I hate robbery in a burnt-offering” (Isaiah 
61:8)?" The Gemara cites a parable of a flesh-and-blood king" 
who was passing by a customs house. He said to his servants: 
Pay the levy to the taxmen. They said to him: Doesn't all the 
tax in its entirety belong to you? If the taxes will ultimately 
reach the royal treasury, what is the point of paying the levy? He 
said to them: From my conduct, all travelers will learn and will 
not evade payment of the tax. So too, the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, said: “I the Lord... hate robbery in a burnt-offering. 
Although the whole world is His and the acquisitions of man 
have no impact upon Him, God says: From My conduct, My 
children will learn and distance themselves from robbery,’ 
even from robbery unrelated to the needs of offerings. 


7 


A mitzva that comes by means of a transgression — m¥1 
Maya mai: The later authorities dealt at length with clari- 
fication of this subject (see Hatam Sofer) and they discovered 
several halakhic distinctions based on this principle. In any 
event, apparently, not every object used in the commission of 
a transgression is deemed unfit for use in fulfillment of a mitzva. 
It is unfit only in cases where the transgression itself facilitates 
performance of the mitzva. 


A stolen animal is equivalent to a lame animal — x17 bay 
nT: Listed in the surrounding verses are other defects that 
disqualify offerings. Why then did the verse juxtapose specifi- 
cally the disqualifications of stolen and lame? This juxtaposition 
teaches that the disqualification of the stolen animal has no 
remedy, just as the disqualification of the lame animal cannot 
be reversed (Arukh LaNer). 


When a person sacrifices from yours an offering - 5 DIK 
D3 37%: See Tosafot, who question this proof at length. 
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However, Rabbi Aaron HaLevi writes that whenever the Gemara 
cites an issue tangential to the central discussion, it is not par- 
ticular in citing verses that prove the ultimate conclusion. It 
suffices with an allusion that supports the ultimate halakhic 
conclusion. 


Acquire the animal with the despair — waxya A372: Some em- 
phasize that this acquisition of the animal is not effected by de- 
spair alone; rather, it is brought about through a combination of 
despair and a change of possession. This change of possession 
occurs when the robber consecrates the animal as an offering 
and thereby transfers the animal from his ownership to God's. 
Everyone agrees that the combination of despair and change 
of possession is an effective means of acquisition (see Ritva). 


Robbery in a burnt-offering — abiya Diz: Some emphasize 
that the verse is referring specifically to a burnt-offering, since 
it is clearly prohibited to steal other offerings from which the 
priest and the owners partake. The verse teaches that even 


when the entire offering is sacrificed to God, and everything 
belongs to Him anyway, God hates robbery (see Rav Yoshiya 
Pinto and others). 


Parable of a...king - Twn: One can explain the parable as 
follows: The king does not want to deprive the taxmen of their 
wages, as they receive a small percentage of each levy. Similarly, 
God does not want to deprive the priests, who receive a small 
portion from the burnt-offering, i.e., the hides (Da‘at Kedoshim). 


From robbery -5a ya: Some explain that the intention here is 
not merely that the Jewish people should distance themselves 
from performing an act of robbery; rather, it means that they 
should find stolen objects repugnant as well, to the extent that 
they will not utilize them even when purchased from others 
(Kappot Temarim). 
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It was also stated: Rabbi Ami said: A dry lulav’ is unfit be- 
cause it does not meet the criterion of beauty, and a stolen 
lulav is unfit because it is a mitzva that comes by means of a 
transgression. 


A dry lulav - wa: 


The Gemara notes: And Rabbi Ami disagrees with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yitzhak, as Rabbi Yitzhak bar Nahmani said that 
Shmuel said: The Sages taught that the halakha that a stolen 
lulav is unfit applies only with regard to the first day of the 
festival of Sukkot. However, beginning on the second day of 
the Festival, there is no longer a Torah requirement to use a 
lulav from one’s own property. Since one fulfills his obligation 
with a borrowed lulav, one fulfills his obligation with a stolen 
one as well. 


Rabbi Nahman bar Yitzhak raises an objection from the mish- 
na: A lulav that was stolen or that is completely dry is unfit. By 
inference, one concludes that a borrowed lulav is fit for use. The 
Gemara asks: When does this halakha apply? If you say that it 
applies only on the first day of the Festival, isn’t it written: 
“And you shall take for yourselves on the first day,’ indicating 
that the four species must be taken from your own property, 
and this borrowed lulav is not his? Clearly, the mishna is not 
referring to the first day. Rather, is it not that the mishna is refer- 
ring to the second day of the Festival, and the mishna teaches 
that a stolen lulav is unfit on this day too, contrary to Shmuel’s 
opinion? 


Rava said: Actually, the mishna can be explained as referring 
to the first day of the Festival, and the tanna is stating the hala- 
kha employing the didactic style: It was not necessary. It was 
not necessary to state that one does not fulfill his obligation 
with a borrowed lulav, as it is not his. However, with regard to 
a stolen lulav, say: Barring extraordinary circumstances, stan- 
dard robbery is a case that leads to despair of the owners, and 
despite the fact that a stolen lulav was acquired by means of a 
transgression, its legal status is like the robber’s own property. 
Therefore, the mishna teaches us that this is not so. One does 
not fulfill his obligation with a stolen lulav. The mishna is not a 
refutation of Shmuel’s opinion. 


§ Apropos the unfitness of four species acquired through rob- 
bery, the Gemara relates: Rav Huna said to the merchants 
[avankarei]' selling the four species: When you purchase 
myrtle branches" from gentiles, don’t you cut them off the 
tree? Rather, let the gentiles cut them and give them to you." 
What is the reason for this advice? It is because typical gentiles 


are land robbers, Unfit, dry lulav 


LANGUAGE 


Merchants [avankarei] — "Ia;K: Although the precise 
etymology of this word is not entirely clear, the origin is 
undoubtedly Persian. It probably derives from the Middle 


Persian awahan, meaning a station for travelers, paired with 
a suffix, which together means one who travels. Merchants 
indeed travel between stations to buy and sell their wares. 


NOTES 


When you purchase myrtle branches — xp% "231 3: Some 
explain that Rav Huna instructed them specifically with re- 
gard to myrtle branches because the possibility of a change 


Care to avoid theft in the purchase of the species — mwy 
Da napa Dian: One must make certain that a Jew him- 
self does not cut from the tree any of the four species for 
the purpose of the mitzva, lest the land was stolen by its 
gentile owner. Instead, he should have the gentile cut it, 
and then the Jew acquires it from him (Rema, based on 


HALAKHA 


of name might apply, as discussed later in the Gemara. How- 
ever, certainly one must be careful with regard to the other 
species as well (Arukh LaNer). 


Rashba). With regard to ownership of land, there is no 
distinction between Eretz Yisrael and the Diaspora (Or 
Zarua). These halakhot vary in accordance with changing 
circumstances in different eras and different places (see 
Bikkurei Ya'akov and Biur Halakha; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 649:1). 


BACKGROUND 
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Daf 30 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


A change after which the object reverts to its 
original state — imn Wins DVH: If a stolen ob- 
ject undergoes change, provided that the change 
is irreversible, the robber is required to return only 
he monetary value of the object at the time of the 
heft, even if the owner did not despair. However, 
a change that can be reversed is not considered 
a significant change. For example, in the case of 
boards and nails that have been formed into a box, 
he box can be dismantled and the boards restored 
o their prior condition (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 
Mishpat 649:5). 
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and land is not stolen." When one seizes land, the land remains the 
property of its original owner, even if that owner has despaired. In this 
case, there is concern that these myrtle branches were stolen from Jews. 
Therefore, let the gentiles cut the myrtle branches, so that the despair 
of the owners will be when the myrtle branches are still in the hands 
of the gentiles and the change of possession will be accomplished 
through their purchase and transfer into your hands. The combination 
of owner's despair and change of possession will render the myrtle 
branches the property of the merchants, and it will not be a mitzva 
fulfilled by means of a transgression. 


The Gemara asks: Ultimately, even when the merchants cut the myrtle 

branches, let it be a case of despair in their hands, and the change of 
possession is accomplished through the purchase and transfer of the 

myrtle branches into the hands of the buyers. Why did Rav Huna ad- 
vise them to have the gentiles cut the myrtle branches? The same result 
is achieved through their sale. The Gemara answers: No, itis necessary 
for Rav Huna to advise the merchants to allow the gentiles to cut the 

myrtle branches only with regard to the myrtle branches of the mer- 
chants" themselves, which will not undergo another change of posses- 
sion. The only way to ensure that the merchants are fulfilling the mitzva 

with myrtle branches that belong to them is to have the gentiles cut 

them and have the change of possession accomplished through the 

purchase from the gentiles. 


The Gemara asks: And let them acquire the myrtle branches with a 
physical change accomplished by the action of binding them with the 
lulav and the willow branch. Just as despair followed by a change in 
possession effects acquisition, despair followed by a physical change 
effects acquisition for the one who implements that change. In that case, 
too, the myrtle branches no longer belong to the original owner. The 
Gemara answers that Rav Huna holds: A lulav does not require 
binding." There is no mitzva to bind the four species together. One need 
only hold them unbound in his hand; therefore, the myrtle branches 
undergo no action that effects physical change. 


And even if you want to say that a lulav requires binding, and therefore 
the myrtle branches undergo a physical change, it is a change’ after 
which the object reverts to its original state." Binding the species ef- 
fects no change in the myrtle branches themselves. Once the binding 
is removed, the myrtle branches are restored to their original state. And 
the principle is: A change after which the object reverts to its original 
state is not considered a change. It is of no significance with regard to 
effecting acquisition. 


The Gemara asks: And let the merchants acquire a myrtle branch with 
a change of name that it underwent, as initially it was called a myrtle 
branch, and now that it is designated for use in fulfilling the mitzva, 


And land is not stolen - nba AVN ppp: See Rashi and 
Tosafot. It would seem that besides the verses cited as proof, 
the acquisition of land is fundamentally unique. Since it is im- 
possible to physically transfer land, ownership of land differs 
from ownership of other objects. With regard to other objects, 
ownership is manifest in the owner's ability to retain the object 
within his legally defined domain and in his right to move 
it from place to place. With regard to land, ownership is an 
abstract concept; therefore, it cannot be negated even when 
it is used by others. 


The myrtle branches of the merchants — amy MIVWIT: The 
later authorities ask: If myrtle branches may not be picked by 
Jewish merchants due to the concern that they are grown on 
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NOTES 


stolen property, why isn’t there a similar ruling in the case of 
other produce grown on land owned by gentiles? Shouldn't it 
be prohibited for Jews to pick that as well? They answer: Even 
with regard to myrtle branches, it is not a case of actual theft, 
as it is not certain that the field is in fact stolen. Nevertheless, 
due to the sanctity of the mitzva of the four species, special 
precautions are taken to avoid even that remote possibility 
(Penei Yehoshua; Arukh LaNer). 


A lulav does not require binding — ate P% px abi: Even 
though binding is not required, why not have the merchants bind 
the /ulav anyway, as everyone agrees that a bound lulav is opti- 
mal? In that case, the branches could still be acquired through 
the physical change of binding. According to the opinion that a 


lulav does not require binding, binding the /ulav is not halakhi- 
cally significant, and therefore it is not considered a significant 
action in terms of acquisition either (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 


Change - 1»: According to the verse: “He shall restore that 
which he took by robbery” (Leviticus 5:23), the robber is re- 
quired to return the stolen article, in its condition at the time 
of the robbery, to its rightful owner. Consequently, when the 
object undergoes significant change, it can no longer be re- 
turned in its original condition. Consequently, the robber is 
instead obligated to return the monetary value of the stolen 
object. Significant change to a stolen object effectively abro- 
gates any claim the original owner has to it; from that point on, 
it belongs to the robber. 
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itis called hoshana, which is a term used to describe the four spe- 
cies. The Gemara answers: This is not a full-fledged change of 
name, as occasionally it also happens that they initially refer to 
a myrtle branch as a hoshana while it is attached to the tree. 


§ The Sages taught: With regard to a stolen sukka" and with 
regard to one who roofs a sukka in the public domain, which 
is tantamount to robbing land from the public, Rabbi Eliezer 
deems these sukkot unfit for use in fulfillment of the mitzva, and 
the Rabbis deem them fit. 


Rav Nahman’ said: This dispute is limited to a case where one 
assaults another" and forcibly evicts him from his sukka, and 
takes his place in the sukka. In that case, Rabbi Eliezer deems the 
sukka unfit. And Rabbi Eliezer conforms to his own reasoning, 
as he said: A person does not fulfill his obligation with the 
sukka of another. Therefore, in any event, he does not fulfill his 
obligation with it. Ifland can be stolen and acquired by the robber, 
the sukka from which he evicted the owner is a stolen sukka. 
And if indeed land cannot be stolen, nevertheless, the robber 
does not fulfill his obligation according to Rabbi Eliezer, as it is a 
borrowed sukka. 


And the Rabbis conform to their reasoning, as they said: A 
person fulfills his obligation with the sukka of another. And 
since land cannot be stolen and the sukka is merely a borrowed 
sukka and not a stolen one, the robber fulfills his obligation, de- 
spite the fact that he committed a reprehensible act. 


However, if one stole wood" and roofed a sukka with it, every- 
one agrees, as Rabbi Eliezer concedes, that the original owner of 
the wood has rights only to the monetary value of the wood. The 
wood itself belongs to the robber, so it is not a stolen sukka. 


The Gemara asks: From where does Rav Nahman draw the con- 
clusion that the dispute is with regard to a stolen sukka and not 
with regard to a sukka established with stolen building materials? 


The Gemara answers: From the fact that the halakha of a stolen 
sukka is juxtaposed in the baraita to the halakha of a sukka estab- 
lished in the public domain, the baraita teaches that the legal 
status of the stolen sukka is similar to the legal status of a sukka 
established in the public domain. Just as one does not fulfill 
his obligation with a sukka in the public domain because the 
land is not his, with regard to the stolen sukka too, one does not 
fulfill his obligation because the land is not his, not because the 
building materials were stolen. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Nahman — 


pama 37: Rav Nahman bar Ya'akov was a Baby- 


who was a learned and strong-willed woman. Subsequently, 


lonian amora of the second and third generations of amoraiim. 
While he brings teachings in the name of both Rav and Shmuel, 
his primary teacher was Rabba bar Avuh, Rav’s student. While 
he never formally headed one of the Babylonian academies, 
many of the sages of the next generation were his students, 
including the great amora Rava. 

In his youth, Rav Nahman was already recognized as a 
prodigy. He married Yalta, a member of the Exilarch’s family, 


Rav Nahman was appointed a judge in the Exilarch’s house in 
Nehardea. In that capacity, Rav Nahman became expert in civil 
law, to the extent that the Gemara concludes that in matters 
of civil law his opinion is always accepted. 

While Rav Nahman was known to have a forceful personal- 
ity, he was also considered to be one of the pious men of his 
generation, and the Gemara brings numerous examples of 
his acts of kindness. 


HALAKHA 


A stolen sukka — atom mip: A stolen sukka is fit. How so? In 
a case where one builds a sukka and a thief forcibly removes 
him from the sukka and sits there, the thief is actually sitting 
in a borrowed sukka, because land is not stolen. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. The Rema wrote: 
However, one should not sit in another's sukka without his 
nowledge ab initio. All the more so, one should not sit in 
another's sukka if his intention is to steal it. Similarly, one may 
not build his sukka in a public domain ab initio. However, one 
ulfilled his obligation after the fact (Maharil). Some authori- 
ies rule that one should not recite a blessing over a stolen 
sukka (Magen Avraham). However, later authorities are lenient 
in this matter (Eliya Rabba; Peri Megadim). However, if one 
stole a sukka that was not attached to the ground, he did not 
fulfill his obligation, since he has stolen the actual sukka and 
not just land. Similarly, in a case where the land belongs to 
the thief and the sukka to another, if the landowner forces 
the owner of the sukka out of the sukka, he does not fulfill 
his obligation in that stolen sukka (Haggahot Maimoniyyot; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 637:3). 


If one stole wood — oxy Dix: One who stole wood and 
constructed a sukka fulfills his obligation, even if he did not 
physically alter the wooden beams. This is because the Sages 
instituted that the original owner has a claim only to the mon- 
etary value of the beams (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 637:3). 


NOTES 
A case where one assaults another — ivan ny 4pinwa: If 
one merely enters another's sukka against his will and sits 
there, it is considered to be a borrowed sukka. Although some 
say that borrowing without the knowledge of the owner is 
in fact robbery, in this case, where nothing is actually taken 
but one merely uses an object belonging to another, there is 
uncertainty whether the action can be characterized as rob- 
bery (see Arukh LaNer and others). 
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NOTES 

Sitting in a stolen sukka — +40 117 nma nawa: The early 
authorities asked: Shouldn't one fail to fulfill his obliga- 
tion by sitting in a stolen sukka because it is a mitzva that 
comes by means of a transgression (see Ritva)? Some 
answer: The disqualification of a mitzva that comes by 
means of a transgression applies only to mitzvot whose 
purpose is to appease God, e.g., the four species, but 
not to other mitzvot, e.g., sitting in a sukka. Other early 
commentaries reject that distinction (see Ritva). Others 
say that since a change was effected on the stolen wood, 
it no longer belongs to the original owner, and therefore 
there is no transgression associated with the sukka itself 
(Piskei Rid). Or, perhaps the Sages who were sitting in the 
sukka in this case hold that a mitzva that comes by means 
of a transgression is valid (Piskei Rid; see Meri). Yet others 
maintain that the primary component of the sukka is not 
he land on which it is standing, but rather its roofing. 
Therefore, as long as the roofing material is not stolen, 
here is no flaw in the fulfillment of this mitzva (Rabbi 
Elazar Moshe Horowitz; Kappot Temarim). 


Whose father had - xmaxd mb matt: Some explain 
hat she was a member of a wealthy family and referred 
o her biological father (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi and others). 


The ordinance of a beam — wa mapa: This ordinance is 
one of many instituted by the Sages to facilitate the peni- 
ent's repentance. There was concern that, were the letter 
of the Torah law enforced, those who would otherwise be 
open to repenting would refrain from doing so. Therefore, 
he Sages instituted that one need not return a stolen 
beam already built into a structure; instead, the thief 
could pay the value of the beam. The same ordinance was 
instituted in the case of a sukka. Due to the significance 
of the mitzva, the Sages accorded the beam status as if it 
were a fixed part of the sukka. 


Beauty in the species — 023 777: Ultimately, Rabbi 
Yehuda is of the opinion that beauty is a description 
unique to fruits, and therefore it is relevant only to the 
etrog, and not to the other species. By the same token, the 
term “dense-leaved" is an adjective relevant to the myrtle 
branch and not the other species (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


The ordinance of a beam and a sukka - wa mpa 
mari: A thief is obligated to return the object that he 
stole. By Torah law, even if he stole a beam and built it 
into a building, he is required to dismantle the structure 
and return the beam to the original owner. However, the 
Sages instituted an ordinance that the penitent need 
return only the monetary value of the beam. Similarly, 
if one stole a beam and built it into his sukka and the 
owner demands its return, the thief need return only 
the beam’s monetary value during the Festival. After the 
Festival, he must return the beam itself (Shulhan Arukh, 
Hoshen Mishpat 360:1). 
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The Gemara relates: There was a certain old woman who came 
before Rav Nahman. She said to him: The Exilarch and all the 
Sages in his house have been sitting in a stolen sukka." She 
claimed that the Exilarch’s servants stole her wood and used it 
to build the sukka. She screamed, but Rav Nahman did not pay 
attention to her. She said to him: A woman whose father, Abra- 
ham, our forefather, had" three hundred and eighteen slaves 
screams before you, and you do not pay attention to her? She 
claimed that she should be treated with deference due to her lineage 
as a Jew. Rav Nahman said to the Sages: This woman is a scream- 
er, and she has rights only to the monetary value of the wood. 
However, the sukka itself was already acquired by the Exilarch. 


Ravina said: With regard to the stolen large beam of a sukka, the 
Sages instituted an ordinance that the robber need not return it 
intact, due to the general ordinance of a beam.™ By the letter of 
the law, one who stole a beam and incorporated it in the construc- 
tion of a new house is required to dismantle the house and return 
the beam. The Sages instituted an ordinance requiring the robber 
to repay the monetary value of the beam instead. They instituted 
this ordinance to facilitate the repentance of the robber, who would 
be less likely to repent if doing so entailed destruction of the house. 


The Gemara asks: This is obvious. In what way is the beam differ- 
ent from other wood used in establishing the sukka? The Gemara 
answers: Lest you say: Wood is common, and therefore the own- 
ers are more likely to despair of recovering the wood and will suffice 
with receiving monetary restitution and replacing the wood, but, 
with regard to this large beam, which is not common, say that there 
is no despair, and the robber is required to return the actual beam, 
therefore, Ravina teaches us that the ordinance applies even to this 
beam, and the robber is required to return only its monetary value. 


The Gemara notes: This halakha that the robber need not dis- 
mantle the sukka and return the beam applies only within the 
seven days of the Festival. However, after the seven days, the beam 
returns to the owner intact. And if the robber attached it with 
mortar and it is affixed permanently to the sukka, then even after 
the seven days of the Festival, the ordinance remains in effect, and 
the robber gives the original owner the monetary value of the 
beam. 


§ It was taught in the Tosefta: A dry lulav is unfit. Rabbi Yehuda 
deems it fit. Rava said: The dispute is specifically with regard to 
a lulav, as the Rabbis hold: We liken the lulav to the etrog, based 
on their juxtaposition in the verse. Just as the etrog requires beau- 
ty, so too, the lulav requires beauty.’ And Rabbi Yehuda holds: 
We do not liken the lulav to the etrog. However, with regard to 
an etrog, everyone agrees that we require beauty [hadar] as the 
verse states: “Fruit of a beautiful tree” (Leviticus 23:40) and a dry 
etrog does not meet that criterion. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to a lulav, does Rabbi Yehuda 
really not require beauty? But didn’t we learn in the mishna that 
Rabbi Yehuda says: With regard to a lulav whose leaves have spread 
out, one should bind the lulav from the top. What is the reason 
to do so? Is it not because he requires beauty in the case of lulav? 


The Gemara rejects this: No, as the reason is taught: Rabbi Yehuda 
says in the name of Rabbi Tarfon that the same verse states: 


“Branches [kappot] of a date palm.” The Sages interpret the term 


to mean bound [kafut], indicating that if the leaves of the lulav 
were spread, one should bind it. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda not require beauty with 
regard to the lulav? But didn’t we learn in a mishna: One binds 
the lulav only with its own species, this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda? What is the reason that Rabbi Yehuda requires the bind- 
ing to be from its own species? Is it not due to the fact that he 
requires beauty with regard to the lulav? 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


toon) DDI VIN KIJ TAY TT ND 
KYY ND [Ksi] sop Kpa 
gry ab sap pI- ona nn aN 
a TMI- KITIN KID TP KI, TAN 

pra nwan 


KAD I TDT ITY sD 
ponia paw ows baw) Panya 
Kyn xd poy | PDN pre JD - 71 
Kir jia xh) wa xb re KÝ xn 
- pwR pw - pwns any 734 

POD yx sie AA D7 pois 


Moya TP 31 VIN) 


The Gemara answers: No, that is not the reason, as Rava said: 
According to Rabbi Yehuda, one may bind the lulav even with 
fiber that grows around the trunk of the date palm and even 
with the root of the date palm, even though these do not meet 
the criterion of beauty. The Gemara asks: Rather, what is the 
rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda there, that a lulav 
must be bound with its own species? The Gemara answers: It 
is because he holds that a lulav requires binding," and if one 
brought another species to bind it, they are five species in- 
stead of four, violating the prohibition against adding to the 
mitzvot of the Torah. 


The Gemara asks: And with regard to an etrog, does Rabbi 
Yehuda require beauty? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: With 
regard to the four species of the lulav, just as one may not 
diminish from their number, so too, one may not add to 
their number. If one did not find an etrog, he should not 
bring a quince, a pomegranate, or any other item instead. 
If the species are slightly dried, they are fit. If they are com- 
pletely dry," they are unfit. Rabbi Yehuda says: Even dry 
etrogim are fit. 


And Rabbi Yehuda said: There was an incident 


HALAKHA 


Slightly dried and completely dry - wan wars: The principle 
is that a slightly dry /Julav, myrtle branch, or willow branch 
is fit, while a completely dry one is unfit. Slightly dry means 
that its appearance has changed in that it appears wilted; its 


color is somewhat changed, but it still retains some freshness. 


Completely dry refers to a condition where there remains no 


freshness at all. With regard to an etrog, though, some authori- 
ties deem it unfit even if it is slightly dried (Maharil; Rokeah; and 
others). However, most halakhic authorities deem it fit (Ram- 
bam; Rosh; Haggahot Maimoniyyot; and many others). The later 
authorities rule in accordance with the latter (Magen Avraham; 
Birkei Yosef, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 646:6, 647:2, 648:1). 
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involving city dwellers who lived in an area distant from the 
region where the four species grow, who would bequeath 
their lulavim" to their grandchildren, even though they 
were completely dry. The Sages said to him: Is there proof 
from there that species that are dry remain fit for use? Actions 
taken in exigent circumstances are not proof. In typical 
circumstances, it would be prohibited to use those species. 


In any event, the Tosefta teaches that Rabbi Yehuda says: 
Even dry species are fit for use in fulfilling the mitzva. What, 
is it not referring to an etrog as well, indicating that in his 
opinion an etrog does not require beauty? No, he was stating 
only that a dry lulav is fit for use. 


The Master stated in the baraita cited above: Just as one may 
not diminish from their number," so too, one may not add 
to their number. The Gemara asks: That is obvious. Why 
would it be permitted to add an additional species? The 
Gemara answers: Lest you say: Since Rabbi Yehuda said that 
a lulav requires a binding, and that requirement is a funda- 
mental component of the mitzva, and if you bring another 
additional species, this species stands alone and that species 
stands alone, i.e., because the additional species is not bound 
with the others, its presence is insignificant, and causes no 
problem, therefore, Rabbi Yehuda teaches us that this is not 
the case. In fact, one may not bring an additional species. 


BACKGROUND 
A lulav requires binding - 73% P% abs: A coin minted dur- 
ing the bar Kokheva revolt. One side depicts the gate to the 
Temple, while the other has the four species. Three are bound 
together, while the fourth, the etrog, is to their left. 


Coin imprinted with the Temple and the four species 


NOTES 


Who would bequeath their /Julavim - nx piin yaw 
rae: Clearly, the proof is from the fact that they would 
actually fulfill the mitzva with these /u/avim, as the mere 
fact that they were bequeathed proves nothing (Ritva). The 
authorities dealt at length with the issue of whether in exigent 
circumstances, when the species are not available, one should 
use unfit species so that the mitzva will not be forgotten (see 
Rosh, Ritva, and the geonim). 


Just as one may not diminish from their number - 
Jaa pania pxw ows: The authorities dealt with whether this 
is a problem specifically when it comes to adding or subtract- 
ing one of the four species, or if it is also problematic to add or 
subtract the number of the four species themselves, e.g., tak- 
ing two lulavim or two myrtle branches (see Kappot Temarim). 
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BACKGROUND 


This file may no 


Leek green — 913: The leaves of this plant are a proto- 
typical green, and served, even in other cultures, as an 


exemplar of color. 


NOTES 


The minimum measure of a small etrog — 30% Wye 
19i: Some asked: Once the Gemara established that 
an unripe etrog is unfit, why raise a question from the 
case of a small etrog, which ostensibly has the same 
problem? They explained that a green etrog is clearly not 
fully grown. It is unripe and therefore unfit. However, the 
only flaw of a small etrog with the proper coloring might 


be its lack of beauty (Kappot Temarim). 


The asheira of Moses - nwa TW: Apparently, the 
same halakha applies to any idolatry belonging to a Jew. 
Itis unfit for use in the mitzva, since its status can neither 
be remedied nor negated, and it must be destroyed 


(see Tosafot). 
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The Master stated in the baraita cited above: If one cannot find an etrog, 
he may not bring a pomegranate, a quince, or anything else instead. 
The Gemara wonders: This is obvious. The Gemara answers: Lest you 
say: He should bring these fruits so that the halakhic category of the 
etrog will not be forgotten, therefore, Rabbi Yehuda teaches us that it 
is in fact prohibited because on occasion, damage will result from this 
practice. Some may come to be drawn to this practice and use these 
species even when etrogim are available. 


The Gemara proposes: Come and hear another proof that, with regard 
to an etrog, Rabbi Yehuda does not require beauty: An old etrogis unfit. 
Rabbi Yehuda deems it fit. This is a conclusive refutation of the opin- 
ion of Rava, who holds that everyone agrees that an etrog requires 
beauty. The Gemara concludes: It is, indeed, a conclusive refutation 
of Rava's opinion. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda not require beauty in an 
etrog? But didn’t we learn in a mishna: With regard to an etrog that is 
leek green,” Rabbi Meir deems it fit and Rabbi Yehuda deems it unfit? 
The Gemara asks: Is it not due to the fact that Rabbi Yehuda requires 
beauty in an etrog? The Gemara answers: No, it is due to the fact that 
in the case of a green etrog the fruit did not ripen, and it is inappropri- 
ate to fulfill the mitzva with an unripe fruit. 


The Gemara cites an additional proof. Come and hear: What is the 
minimum measure of a small etrog?" Rabbi Meir says: It may be no 
smaller than a walnut-bulk. Rabbi Yehuda says: It may be no smaller 
than an egg-bulk. The Gemara asks: Is it not due to the fact that Rabbi 
Yehuda requires beauty in an etrog? The Gemara answers: No, it is due 
to the fact that in that case of an etrog smaller than an egg-bulk, the fruit 
did not ripen. 


Come and hear an additional proof: And ina large etrog, the maximum 
measure is so that one could hold two in his one hand; this is the 
statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: It is fit even if it is so 
large that he can hold only one in his two hands. The Gemara asks: 
What is the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? Is it not due to 
the fact that Rabbi Yehuda requires beauty in an etrog? The Gemara 
answers: No, the rationale is as Rabba said: One holds the lulav in the 
right hand and the etrog in the left. Sometimes, when one is handed 
the four species, they will exchange them for him, placing the three 
species in his left hand and the etrog in his right, and then he will come 
to switch them and place each in the appropriate hand. However, if 
the etrog is too large, he will be unable to hold the etrog and the lulav 
together, and he will come to render the etrog unfit, as it is apt to fall. 


The Gemara asks: However, even according to Rabbi Yehuda, isn’t it 
written: The fruit of a beautiful [hadar] tree? How, then, can he rule 
that an etrog does not require beauty? 


The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yehuda holds: That verse means that 
one should take a fruit that dwells [hadar] in its tree from year to year. 
It remains on the tree and does not wither and fall at the end of the 
season as do most fruits. That is characteristic of the etrog. 


§ The mishna continues: The lulav of a tree worshipped as idolatry 
[asheira] and a lulav from a city whose residents were incited to idola- 
try, which must be burned along with all the city’s property, are unfit. 
And is a lulav of an asheira unfit? But didn’t Rava say with regard to a 
lulav of idolatry: One should not take it to fulfill the mitzva ab initio; 
however, ifhe took it, it is fit and he fulfills his obligation after the fact? 
Apparently, a lulav from an asheira is fit. 


The Gemara explains: Here, in the mishna, we are dealing with the 
asheira of Moses," depicted in the Torah. The mishna is not referring 
to a tree planted in deference to idolatry, but rather to a tree that was 
itself worshipped as an idol. There is an obligation to burn idolatry and 
destroy it. Therefore, legally, the latter tree is considered as if it were 
already burned. The requisite measure of the lulav was crushed, and it 
is therefore unfit for use in fulfilling the mitzva. Rava’s ruling does not 
apply to an asheira of that kind. 
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The Gemara notes: The formulation of the mishna is also precise 
and indicates that the reference is to an asheira of Moses, as the 
juxtaposition of the halakha of an asheira to the halakha of a city 
whose residents were incited to idolatry teaches that the legal 
status of the asheira is similar to that of a city whose residents 
were incited to idolatry, in which all the property must be burned. 
In both cases, the lulav is considered already burned and lacking 
the requisite measure. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from 
here that this is the reason that the lulav is unfit. 


The mishna continues: If the top of the lulav was severed™' it is 
unfit. Rav Huna said: They taught that it is unfit only when it was 
completely severed; however, if the top merely split," the lulav 


Wa 
“* is fit." 


ADD 3717 WITT PWD PADI e Gemara asks: is a split lulav fit? But isn t it taught in a 
pasaban ws pion The G ks: And is a split lulav fit? But isn’t it taught i 
baraita: A lulav that is bent" at the top, 


If the top was severed — iww Dyp): There are many opinions 
among the commentaries and authorities as to the precise 
definition of this flaw (Maggid Mishne). More than ten opin- 
ions are stated. Some explain that a lulav is unfit only when 
its upper leaves were severed along with the spine (Ra'avad 
and others). Others hold it is unfit when most of the leaves 
of the lulav were severed (Rosh). Yet others hold that even if 
only some of the upper leaves were severed it is unfit; and still 
others maintain that any part that is severed renders the lulav 
unfit (Ran; Ritva; Maggid Mishne; and others). With regard 
to the reason that this renders the lulav unfit, most explain 
that it is because a severed lulav lacks beauty. However, one 


If the top was severed — ix Dyp): A lulav whose top 
was severed is unfit. This is defined as one with most of its 
leaves above the spine severed (Tur, citing Rosh). If the central 
twin-leaf is split, it is unfit (Rema, citing Maggid Mishne; Ritva; 
Ran). Apparently, it is unfit even if it is only slightly split (see 
Vilna Gaon and others). However, if no other lulav is available, 
one may recite the blessing over a lulav in that condition 
(Mordekhai). Some later authorities ruled stringently in this 
case (Magen Avraham and others). However, one may rely 
on the early authorities, who ruled leniently (Eliya Rabba, 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 645:6). 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


opinion maintains that taking a /u/av that was severed in 
some way is not considered a complete taking. 


If the top split the /ulav is fit - wa pD): There are many 
opinions with regard to the split /ulav, especially as pertains 
to the distinction between the split lulav, which is fit, and 
both the lulav whose central twin-leaf is split and a /ulav 
split like a fork, which are unfit. Some suggest that a split 
lulav is one with a horizontal split across it, or a split spine 
(Ra‘avad). Others hold that a split /u/av refers to a case where 
the split is lengthwise, in a leaf other than the central twin- 
leaf (see Meiri). 


A lulav that split - pap abi: If a lulav split, and its two 
sides separated from each other to the extent it appears like 
two lulavim, it is unfit (Rambam). That is the ruling even if 
the middle twin-leaf is not split (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
645:7, and in the comment of the Rema). 


A lulav that is bent - 23 yh: A lulav that is bent at the top 
is unfit, provided that it is the spine that is bent. However, if 
the leaves at the top are slightly bent (Peri Megadim), the lulav 
is fit (Rosh; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 645:9). 
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Perek III 
Daf 32 Amuda 


LANGUAGE ~ 
Fork [heimanak] — pag: There are many variants of this word 
in the various manuscripts, and its origin is unclear. The Arukh, 
citing the geonim, explains that it is a two-pronged fork used by 
the Persians as an eating utensil. 


ha 
il 


Two-pronged Persian forks 


BACKGROUND | 
That grew with one leaf - xyan 1m3 p'YoT: 


Lulav with leaves on only one side ofits spine 


PEREK III: 32A: a 73 pd 
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that is thorny,"" split, or curved" to the extent that it is shaped 
like a sickle is unfit. If it became hard as wood it is unfit. If it 
merely appears like hard wood" but is not yet completely 
hardened, it is fit. Apparently, a split lulav is unfit. Rav Pappa 
said: The split lulav in the baraita is so split that it is shaped 
like a fork [heimanak],‘ with the two sides of the split com- 
pletely separated, and it appears that the lulav has two spines. 


The baraita continues: If it is curved to the extent that it is 
shaped like a sickle, it is unfit. Rava said: We said that it is 
unfit only when it is curved forward away from the spine; 
however, if it is curved backward, toward the spine, it is fit 
for use because that is its nature, and that is the way a lulav 
typically grows. 


Rav Nahman said: The legal status of a lulav that is curved to 
either of the sides is like that of a lulav curved forward, and 
it is unfit. And some say: Its legal status is like that of a lulav 
curved backward, and it is fit. 


And Rava said: This lulav that grew with one leaf,°"" i.e., 
leaves on only one side of the spine, is blemished and unfit. 


NOTES 


Thorny — ymp: Two interpretations were suggested for this 
word. One is that it is referring to a lulav with thorns grow- 
ing on its spine (Rashi; Rabbi Aharon HaLevi). An alternative 
explanation is that it is referring to a shrunken lulav that is 
wrinkled (Ran; Tosafot; Meri). According to the first inter- 
pretation, the first letter of this word is a kuf. According to 
the second interpretation, the first letter is a kaf. The Rif cites 
both versions. 


That grew with one leaf - xx17 1m3 ppt: There are three 


A thorny [kavutz] lulav - yx? abi: According to the version 
where the word kavutz begins with a kuf, this lulav has thorn- 
like protrusions on its spine. Alternatively, according to the 
version where it begins with a kaf, it is a shrunken lulav. Both 
are unfit, in accordance with the baraita and the Rif, who cites 
both versions (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 645:8). 


A curved lulav - pipy abs: A lulav that is curved forward to 

the point that its spine looks humped is unfit. If it is curved 

backward it is fit, if it is curved to the sides, it is unfit, in accor- 
dance with the stringent version in the Gemara, due to some 

uncertainty with regard to the correct version of the Gemara 

(Ritva). The /ulav should not be curved at all ab initio (Sha‘arei 
Teshuva; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 645:8). 


HALAKHA 


interpretations suggested for this flaw. According to Rashi, it 
means that leaves emerge from only one side of the spine. 
According to the Rosh, the problem is that its leaves are single 
leaves, as opposed to the standard lulav whose leaves are 
double. According to the geonim, this is referring to a lulav 
in which only one leaf runs the entire length of the lulav. The 
reason that it renders the lulav unfit is that it lacks beauty. 
Others say that it is because the /ulav is defective. There is a 
practical halakhic difference between these reasons (Rabbi 
Zerahya HaLevi). 


Hard as wood, appears like hard wood - mnit nn 
non: If the majority of the leaves of the lulav hardened like 
wood to the point that they protrude from the spine and 
cannot be bound to the spine, the lulav is unfit. However, 
if most leaves remain sufficiently flexible to be bound to 
the spine, the lulav is fit (Ran; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
645:2). 


That grew with one leaf - xx17 Ina poor: A lulav that 
has all its leaves on one side of the spine and a /ulav that 
has only single, not double, leaves are unfit, in accordance 
with the two explanations for this flaw (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 645:3). 
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§ The mishna continues: If the palm leaves were severed" from the 
spine of the lulav, it is unfit; if its leaves were spread, it is fit. Rav 
Pappa said: Severed means that the leaves are completely detached 
from the spine, and one ties them to the lulav, so that the lulav is 
made like a broom.’ Spread" means that the leaves remain attached 
but are merely separated from the spine in that they jut outward. 


Rav Pappa raised a dilemma: What is the halakha if the central 
twin-leaf split?"" The Gemara cites proof to resolve the dilemma. 
Come and hear that which Rabbi Yohanan said that Rabbi Ye- 
hoshua ben Levi said: If the central twin-leaf was removed, the 
lulav is unfit. What, is it not that the same is true if the twin-leaf 
split? The Gemara answers: No, the case where it was removed is 
different, because the result is that it is lacking, and an incomplete 
lulav is certainly unfit. However, if the leaf remains in place, even 
though it is split, it does not necessarily render the lulav unfit. 


Some say that Rabbi Yohanan said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
said: If the central twin-leaf split, it becomes as a lulav whose 
central twin-leaf was removed, and it is unfit. According to this 
version of the statement, the dilemma is resolved. 


§ The mishna continues. Rabbi Yehuda says: If the leaves were 
spread, one should bind the lulav from the top. It was taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Tarfon that 
the verse states: “Branches [kappot] of a date palm.” The Sages 
interpret the term to mean bound [kafut], indicating that if the 
leaves of the lulav were spread, one should bind it. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: From where is it ascertained that this 
term, “branches ofa date palm,’ is referring to the branches of the 
lulav? Say it is referring to the hardened branch! of the date palm. 
Rav Ashi answered: That cannot be, as we require the lulav to be 
bound, and there is no binding, since at that stage the hardened 
leaves point outward, and binding them is impossible. 


The Gemara asks: If the fundamental requirement of the mitzva is 
a lulav that appears as one unit, say that one takes the trunk of the 
date palm. The Gemara answers: The term bound, from which it is 
derived that the branch should appear as one unit, indicates that 
there is the possibility that it could be spread. However, this trunk 
is perpetually bound, as it can never become separated. 


NOTES 


If the leaves were severed — voy 1¥39): Among the many expla- If those leaves separate, it is a split twin-leaf. Others say that the 


nations suggested, there are three primary explanations. Some 
explain that the leaves are completely disconnected from the 


reference is to a red shell that enwraps the young lulav (Kappot 
Temarim). Yet others explain that the twin-leaf is the connection 


lulav and one attaches them in the manner that one attaches between the two parts of the double leaves. According to this 
palm leaves to fashion a broom (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rashi; and opinion, every leaf has a twin-leaf, and some explain that it is 
others). Others maintain that the leaves do not run upward along — unfit only if a majority of the double leaves of the /ulav have 
the length of the spine, but rather protrude to the sides or even split, Others maintain that the word twin-leaf, in the singular, 
sag as though they were about to fall (Rambam; Ramban; see indicates only one twin-leaf on the lulav, and therefore it must 


Rif). Yet others hold that the leaves split lengthwise into two or 


more parts (Tosafot; Ra’avad; Rosh). 


The central twin-leaf split - nnig mpona: There are many 
opinions with regard to this flaw; in the 'Bikkurei Ya'akov eight 
are listed. However, if one considers the different explanations 
for each opinion, the number of possibilities is even greater. The 
following are the primary opinions: The geonim, as their opinion 
is understood by many authorities, among them the Beit Yosef, 
hold that a lulav with its central twin-leaf split is a lulav with two 
leaves at the top, unlike the standard lulav, which has only one. 


refer to any of the leaves or to one specific leaf but not to all of 
them (Rambam; Ra‘avad; see Meiri and Rosh). Some explain that 
the twin-leaf refers to the top leaf of the lulav, since that one is 
most recognizable as doubled. If that leaf splits, the /u/av is unfit 
(Rashi; Ran; see Ritva). According to this opinion, the legal status 
of the top of the lulav is equivalent to that of the top of the etrog 
in the sense that its beauty is most prominently manifest there, 
and any flaw renders it unfit. Alternatively, a flaw on the center 
leaf renders the taking of the lulav an incomplete taking (see Peri 
Megadim and others). 


BACKGROUND 
Broom — 9m: It is possible to hold palm leaves together 
after they have fallen off, by tying them. However, this 
does not constitute an acceptable lulav. 


Broom made of palm leaves 


The hardened branch — x10: 


Hardened palm branches 


HALAKHA 

Severed and spread — 18753117793: A lulav whose leaves 
do not lie flat against its spine and are separated a bitis fit, 
even if it is not bound, in accordance with the mishna and 
Gemara. The Rema, citing Maggid Mishne and the Ran, 
wrote that in order to perform the mitzva optimally, one 
should use a lulav whose leaves are connected. However, 
if the leaves separated to the extent that they bend to 
the sides, and all the more so if they are partially severed 
and attached only at the bottom, the /ulav is unfit (Ran; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 645:1-2). 


The central twin-leaf split — nnim apm: If most of the 
leaves of the lulav split at the point of their connection, 
itis unfit (Tur, Beit Yosef). Some explain that if the middle 
leaf split at the point of their connection and all the way 
down to the spine it is unfit, and that is the custom (Rema, 
citing Terumat HaDeshen). In order to perform the mitzva 
optimally, one should use a lulav that is not split at all 
(Rema, citing Ran; Ritva). A leaf that is split less than a 
handbreadth long is not considered split at all (Taz). Some 
rule stringently even if the split is less than a handbreadth 
(Hayyei Adam; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 645:3). 
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LANGUAGE 


Branch of the date palm [kufra] - x193: This word 
exists in Arabic as well: ¢ ae, jufti. 


NOTES 


Palms of the Iron Mountain — onan ‘ty: Appar- 


ently, the Iron Mountain is a place where the earth 
is very hard, and therefore the /ulavim grow there 
with small, thin leaves (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Palms of the Iron Mountain -bnan sity: A lulav 
whose leaves are very short, like those that grow on 
the palms of the Iron Mountain, is fit, provided the 
top of one leaf reaches the bottom of the leaf above 
it. If that is not the case, or if there is only one leaf on 
each side of the spine along the entire length of the 
lulav, it is unfit (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 645:4). 


Perek III 
Daf 32 Amud b 


Valley of ben Hinnom, to the southwest of the Old City 
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The Gemara asks: And say the verse is referring to the branch 
of the date palm [kufra]' that has not yet hardened completely 
and could still be bound, albeit with difficulty. Abaye said that it 
is written in praise of the Torah: “Its way are ways of pleasant- 
ness and all its paths are peace” (Proverbs 3:17). At that stage 
of development, some of the leaves are thorns that potentially 
wound. The Torah would not command to use that type of branch 
in fulfilling the mitzva. 


Rava, the expert in Tosefta, said to Ravina: Since the verse states 
“branches of a date palm’ in the plural, say that one is obligated to 
take two palm branches in fulfilling the mitzva of the four species. 
Ravina answered: Although the word is vocalized in the plural, 
based on tradition kappot is written without the letter vav, indi- 
cating that only one is required. The Gemara suggests: And say 
that one is required to take only one leaf? The Gemara answers: 
If that were the intention of the Torah, it would not have written 
kappot without a vav. That single leafis called kaf. Kappot without 
the vav indicates both plural, i.e., multiple leaves, and singular, i.e., 
one branch. 


§ The mishna continues: A lulav from the palms of the Iron 
Mountain" is fit. It has few leaves on its spine, and those leaves 
are not crowded together like the leaves ona standard lulav. Abaye 
said: The Sages taught that this type of lulav is fit only in a case 
in which the top of this leaf reaches the base of that leaf above it 
on the spine. However, if there are so few leaves that the top of 
this leaf does not reach the base of that leaf, it is unfit. 


That was taught in a baraita as well: A lulav from the palms of the 
Iron Mountain are unfit. The Gemara asks: But didn’t we learn 
in the mishna that it is fit? Rather, learn from it in accordance 
with the statement of Abaye, that there is a distinction based on 
the configuration of the leaves on the lulav. Indeed, learn from it. 


And others raise it as a contradiction. We learned in the mishna: 
A lulav from the palms of the Iron Mountain is fit. But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita: It is unfit? Abaye said: This is not difficult: 
Here, in the mishna, where the lulav is fit, it is referring to a case 
where the top of this leaf reaches the base of that next leaf, 
whereas, there, in the baraita, where the lulav is unfit, it is referring 
to a case where the top of this leaf does not reach the base of 
that next leaf. 


The Gemara describes the location of these Iulavim. Rabbi Mary- 
on said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said, and some say that 
Rabba bar Mari taught this baraita in the name of Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai: There are two date palms in the valley 
of ben Hinnom,? and smoke arises from between them. And 
this is the place about which we learned in the mishna: A lulav 
from the palms of the Iron Mountain is fit. And that site is the 
entrance of Gehenna. 


BACKGROUND 


Valley of ben Hinnom — Oar 73 N'a: The valley of ben Hinnom is 
the valley to the southwest of the Old City of Jerusalem. It is from 
there that the word Gehenna is derived. Its reputation as a place of 


horror possibly dates back to First Temple times, when it was a site 
of worship of the Canaanite god Molekh. The rituals for worshipping 
Molekh included, according to some commentaries, child sacrifice. 
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The mishna continues: A lulav that has three handbreadths in 
length, sufficient to enable one to wave with it, is fit for use in fulfill- 
ing the mitzva. Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The minimum 
measure of a myrtle branch and a willow branch is three hand- 
breadths. And the minimum measure of a lulav is four hand- 
breadths."" The difference between the measures is so that the lulav 
will extend at least one handbreadth from the myrtle branch. 


And Rabbi Parnakh said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The spine of 
the lulav, and not merely its leaves, must be at least four hand- 


breadths long, so that it will extend from the myrtle branch at least 
one handbreadth." 


The Gemara asks: Didn't we learn in the mishna: A lulav that has 
three handbreadths in length, sufficient to enable one to wave with 
it, is fit for use in fulfilling the mitzva? That indicates that a lulav 
three handbreadths long is fit. The Gemara answers: Emend the 
language of the mishna and say: A lulav that has three handbreadths 
and an additional handbreadth that is sufficient to enable one to 
wave with it is fit. This emendation is understood by each amora 
according to his opinion. It is understood by this Sage, Shmuel, as 
per his opinion that only one additional handbreadth is required 
including the leaves; and it is understood by this Sage, Rabbi 
Yohanan, as per his opinion that the additional handbreadth must 
be in the length of the spine of the lulav, and the leaves are not taken 
into consideration. 


The Gemara cites proof from a baraita. Come and hear: The mini- 
mum measure of a myrtle branch and of a willow branch is three 
handbreadths, and that of a lulav is four handbreadths. What, is it 
not that this measure is calculated with the leaves, in accordance 
with the opinion of Shmuel? The Gemara rejects this proof: No, it 
can be understood that the measure is calculated without the leaves. 


Apropos the baraita cited above, the Gemara discusses the matter 
itself. The minimum measure of a myrtle branch and of a willow 
branch is three handbreadths, and that of a lulav is four hand- 
breadths. Rabbi Tarfon says: With a cubit of five handbreadths.® 
The preliminary understanding of Rabbi Tarfon’s opinion is that the 
minimum measure of a myrtle branch is five handbreadths, not three. 


Rava said: May his Master, the Holy One, Blessed be He, forgive 
Rabbi Tarfon* for this extreme stringency. Now, we do not find 
even a dense-leaved myrtle branch three handbreadths long; is it 
necessary to say that finding one five handbreadths long is nearly 
impossible? 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
this is the correct understanding of the statement of Rabbi Tarfon: 
Take a cubit of six handbreadths, and render it a cubit of five 
handbreadths. Rabbi Tarfon is saying that for the purpose of mea- 
suring the myrtle branch, willow branch, and lulav, the standard 
six-handbreadth cubit is divided into five handbreadths, each slight- 
ly larger than the standard handbreadth. Take three of these large 
handbreadths for the myrtle branch, and three of these hand- 
breadths plus the extra handbreadth for the lulav. The Gemara 
calculates: How many standard handbreadths are there in the 
minimum measure of a myrtle branch or willow branch? There are 


three and three-fifths standard handbreadths. 


NOTES 


The measure of the myrtle branch, willow branch, and 
lulav - aba) TIW DTI Wp: Three explanatory and 
halakhic views have been offered with regard to this 
issue. Some hold that Rabbi Tarfon established these 
small measures for all the species, including the /ulav 
(Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat; Ra’avad; Ran; Tur). Others hold 
hat Rabbi Tarfon exclusively referred to the species that 
he mentioned explicitly, the myrtle and willow branches, 
but he did refer not to the /ulav, which is measured with 
arge handbreadths, or that at least the handbreadth 
of the /ulav that emerges from the myrtle and willow 
branches is a standard handbreadth (Ramban; Rabbi 
Aharon HaLevi; Ritva). Indeed, some hold that Rabbi 


Tarfon’s opinion is an individual opinion and the halakha 


is not ruled in accordance with his opinion. 


BACKGROUND 
The opinion of Rabbi Tarfon - jay 31. nw: The usual 
size of a handbreadth is one-sixth of a cubit; according to 
his standard measurement, three handbreadths equal 
half of a cubit (see figure B). Rav Dimi explains that Rabbi 


Tarfon is referring to a handbreadth of a different size, 


one that is one-fifth of a cubit; according to this explana- 
ion, three handbreadths amount to more than half of a 
cubit (see figure C). Rabin explains that Rabbi Tarfon's is 
referring to a handbreadth that is one-sixth of the total 
ength of five standard handbreadths; according to this 
explanation, three handbreadths amount to less than 


half of a cubit (see figure A). 


May his Master forgive Rabbi Tarfon — Arya mh Kw 
tiaw rath: Though this expression does not explicitly 
convey an element of condemnation, it is an allusion 
to the serious reproof of one of the Sages whose state- 
ments or actions are deemed inappropriate. When God's 
name is desecrated through the conduct of a Sage, the 
Gemara often reacts: May his Master forgive him. 


A B 


Illustrations of Rabbi Tarfon's opinion 


HALAKHA 


The measure of the myrtle branch, willow branch, and /ulav— 
ay MDW DTA Wy: The proper measure of the myrtle branch 
and willow branch is three handbreadths, and the measure of 
the /ulav is four handbreadths. Authorities disagree with regard 
to the measure of these handbreadths. Some say the myrtle 
branch and willow branch measure two and a half standard 
handbreadths, which equal ten thumb-breadths, and the /ulav 
measures 13/3 thumb-breadths, in accordance with the opinion 


of Rabbi Tarfon (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Ran). Some say that even 


according to Rabbi Tarfon, the /ulav measures fourteen thumb- 


breadths (Ramban and others). Others say that the halakha 
is not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Tarfon, and 


all of the species are measured with standard handbreadths. 
Consequently, the myrtle branch and willow branch each mea- 


sure twelve thumb-breadths and the lulav measures sixteen 
(Rambam). One should act in accordance with that opinion 


ab initio (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 650:1, and in the com- 
ment of the Rema). 


The spine of the lulav will extend one handbreadth - iTw 
nay xyi a35 bw: There is no maximum measure for the four 
species. However, some maintain that even if one takes myrtle 
branches and willow branches that are longer than the requisite 
measure, the lulav must still extend one more handbreadth 
(Rif; Rambam; and others; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 650:2). 
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However, on that basis, there is a difficulty, as one statement of 
Shmuel contradicts another statement of Shmuel. Here, Rabbi 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The minimum measure of the myrtle 

branch and of the willow branch is three handbreadths, and there, 
Rav Huna said that Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Tarfon, who requires a larger handbreadth. There 

is a discrepancy of three-fifths of a handbreadth between the measures. 
The Gemara answers: When Shmuel said that the measure is three 

handbreadths, he was not precise and merely approximated the mea- 
sure. The Gemara asks: Say that we say: He was not precise when the 

approximation leads to stringency,’ but when it leads to leniency, do 

we say: He was not precise? That would result in using an unfit myrtle 

branch in performing a mitzva. 


When Rabin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that this is 
the correct understanding of the statement of Rabbi Tarfon: Take a 
cubit of five handbreadths, and render it a cubit of six handbreadths. 
Rabbi Tarfon said that for the purpose of measuring the myrtle branch, 
willow branch, and lulav, a five-handbreadth cubit is divided into six 
handbreadths, each slightly smaller than the standard handbreadth. 
Take three of these smaller handbreadths for the myrtle branch, and 
three of these handbreadths plus the extra handbreadth for the lulav. 
The Gemara calculates: How many standard handbreadths are there in 
the minimum measure of a myrtle branch or willow branch? There are 


two and a half standard handbreadths. 


The Gemara asks: Ultimately, there remains a difficulty, as one state- 
ment of Shmuel contradicts another statement of Shmuel. In one 
statement he said the minimum measure of a myrtle branch is two and 
a half handbreadths, and in another he said that the measure is three 
handbreadths. The Gemara answers: When Shmuel said that the mea- 
sure is three handbreadths, he was not precise and merely approxi- 
mated the measure. And this is a case of: He was not precise, where 
the approximation leads to a stringency, as Rav Huna said that Shmu- 
el said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Tar- 
fon. Shmuel holds that the actual measure required is two and a half 
handbreadths, and he rounded it off to three, which is a more stringent 
measure. 


MI S HN A“ myrtle branch" that was stolen" or that is 


completely dry" is unfit. A myrtle branch of a 
tree worshipped as idolatry [asheira] or a myrtle branch from a city 
whose residents were incited to idolatry is unfit. If the top of the myr- 
tle branch was severed, if the leaves were severed completely, or if its 
berries were more numerous than its leaves, it is unfit. If one dimin- 
ished their number by plucking berries so that they no longer outnum- 
bered the leaves, the myrtle branch is fit. But one may not diminish 
the number on the Festival itself. 


NOTES 


He was not precise where the approximation leads to stringency — 
xyand pI xd: Since the statements of a Sage are generally intended 

to reflect practical halakha, presumably, even if he is approximating, 
he would make certain that the result would not lead to transgres- 
sion. Therefore, when approximating, he would round the measure 

upward to ensure that the actual minimum requisite measure would 

be observed. 


Halakhot of the myrtle branch — D171 °°: Ostensibly, many of 
these halakhot were stated previously with regard to the /ulav and 
are repeated with regard to the willow branch. Why is this apparent 


A myrtle branch that was stolen — uaa DT: A stolen myrtle branch 
is unfit, as per the mishna (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 649:1). 


A myrtle branch. ..that is completely dry — wasi...017: A myrtle 
branch whose leaves have dried slightly is fit. If it is completely dry, 


HALAKHA 


redundancy necessary? Since there are halakhot unique to each of 
the species, e.g., the berries of the myrtle branch, the mishna deals 
with each of the species individually (Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin 
HaRofeh). With regard to a stolen myrtle branch in particular, the 
repetition is necessary, since myrtle and willow branches are so 
plentiful. Because they have no use other than for the mitzva, one 
might assume that they have no monetary value, and therefore tak- 
ing branches that belong to others is not characterized as theft. For 
this reason the mishna teaches the halakhot of myrtle and willow 
branches separately (Kappot Temarim). 


it is unfit. The term slightly dry refers to a situation where the color 
of the leaves have not paled, even if the myrtle leaves crumble when 
touched with a fingernail. The term completely dry is referring to 
a situation where the leaves have paled, in accordance with the 
mishna (Ra'avad; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 646:6-7). 
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GEMARA; he Sages taught: It is written: 


Boughs of a dense-leaved tree” (Le- 
viticus 23:40); this is referring to a tree whose leaves obscure 
its tree. And which tree is that? You must say it is the myrtle 
tree. 


The Gemara suggests: And say it is the olive tree,’ whose 
leaves obscure the tree. The Gemara answers: We require a 

“dense-leaved” tree, whose leaves are in a chain-like configura- 
tion, and that is not the case with an olive tree. 


The Gemara suggests: And say it is the Oriental plane tree,” 
whose leaves are in a braid-like configuration. The Gemara 
answers: We require a tree whose leaves obscure its tree, and 
that is not the case with an Oriental plane tree. The Gemara 
suggests: And say the verse is referring to oleander,” which 
has both characteristics. Abaye said: It is written with regard 
to the Torah: “Its ways are ways of pleasantness” (Proverbs 
3:17), and that is not the case with the oleander tree, because 
it is a poisonous plant and its sharp, thorn-like leaves pierce 
the hand of one holding it. Rava said: The unfitness of the 


oleander is derived from here: “Love truth and peace” 


(Zechariah 8:19), and poisonous plants that pierce are anti- 
thetical to peace. 


The Sages taught: Plaited like a braid and chain-like; that is 
characteristic of the myrtle branch used in the fulfillment of 
the mitzva. Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says another charac- 
teristic. It is written: “Boughs ofa dense-leaved tree,’ indicat- 
ing a tree that the taste of its branches and the taste of its 
fruit are alike. You must say this is the myrtle branch. 


A Sage taught in the Tosefta: A dense-leaved branch is fit, and 
one that is not dense-leaved is unfit, even though it is a 
myrtle branch. 


BACKGROUND 


Oriental plane tree - xa: This is the Platanus orientalis, a tall, Oleander — 417-97: This is the Nerium oleander, an evergreen 
deciduous tree that can rise to height of 50 m. Its large leaves that can rise to a height of 4 m. Its leaves, which have a green- 


are divided into lobes, and they grow interlaced. This is what 
the verse calls “dense-leaved.” It is a fruitless tree serving pri- 
marily for ornamentation. The leaves of the Platanus orientalis 
do not obscure the tree. 


Above: Oriental plane tree 


Right: Oleander 


yellow color, are hard and elongated, and its flowers are pink. 
Its sap and its leaves are very bitter and contain poison capable 
of killing animals and people. 

The shape of the oleander branches and tree are similar to 
those of the myrtle. This plant is rejected not because of its 
appearance but because of its harmful nature. 


BACKGROUND 
The olive tree — xm": The leaves on an olive branch do not 
have a chain-like configuration. 


Olive branch 
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Since this statement emerged from the mouth of 
Rav Kahana - N73 ant FVII PN Doxin: Cases 
where a student, in “deference to his ‘teacher, is vigi- 
lant in following his rulings and even in quoting the 
precise formulation stated by his teacher appears 
elsewhere. Rav Kahana clearly held that the mitzva is 
optimally performed with a myrtle branch with three 
leaves emerging from each base. However, his stu- 
dent took specifically a myrtle branch with two leaves 
emerging from one base and one leaf a bit lower on 
the branch, in order to act in accordance with Rav 
Kahana's statement, even though it involved fulfilling 
the mitzva in a less than optimal manner. 


Wild [shoteh] myrtle branch — nbiw DT: Some ex- 
plain that the term shoteh is used to describe any 

replica that does not approximate the original, e.g., a 

firstborn shoteh is a firstborn son without the rights 

of a firstborn. That is the meaning of a myrtle branch 

shoteh (Ritva). Others explain the word shoteh more lit- 
erally, like an insane person who acts indiscriminately. 
The word here describes an item that grows in a hap- 
hazard fashion, as opposed to a typical myrtle branch, 
whose leaves grow systematically, with three leaves 
emerging from each base (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi). 


A dense-leaved myrtle branch and a wild myrtle 
branch — mpi DIM niay DT: A myrtle branch, re- 
ferred to in the Torah as “boughs of a dense-leaved 
tree,” is the species on which three leaves grow at 
each level of the stem. However, if two grow at one 
level and one below it, that is a wild myrtle branch, 
and it is unfit even after the fact. The Rema was le- 
nient in the case of wild myrtle branches on which 
the leaves grow two at each level (Rabbi Yosef Colon 
ben Shlomo and others). Most later authorities (Vilna 
Gaon; Shulhan Arukh HaRav) completely reject this 
opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 646:3). 


If most of its leaves fell - voy ait Wa: According to 
most authorities, this halakha is dependent on the 
original configuration of the myrtle branch. The en- 
tire myrtle branch should have leaves emerging in 
the three-leaf configuration ab initio. However, one 
fulfills his obligation even if the leaves on most of the 
branch are tripled (Ra‘avad). Even if one leaf fell from 
each group of three, leaving two, the myrtle branch 
is fit for use in performance of the mitzva after the 
fact, since most of the leaves remain (Taz, citing Rabbi 
Aharon HaLevi; Shu/han Arukh HaRav; Mishna Berura). 
If the myrtle branch has more than three leaves at 
each level, even if most fell, since three remain, it is fit, 
in accordance with the statement of Abaye (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 646:4-5). 
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The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of “dense-leaved 
tree”? Rav Yehuda said: And it is a configuration where three 
leaves emerge from each base.’ Rav Kahana said: Even two 
leaves emerging from one base and one leaf that covers the other 
two emerging from a lower base is called thick. Rav Aha, son of 
Rava, would purposely seek a myrtle branch configured with two 
leaves emerging from one base and one emerging from a lower 
base, since this statement emerged from the mouth of Rav 
Kahana." Mar bar Ameimar said to Rav Ashi: My father called 
a myrtle branch with that configuration a wild myrtle branch.“ 


The Sages taught: If most of its leaves fell" and only a minority 
of the leaves remained, the myrtle branch is fit, provided that its 
dense-leaved nature remains intact. 


The Gemara wonders: This matter itself is difficult, as there is an 

internal contradiction in this baraita. On the one hand, you said: 

If most of its leaves fell it is fit, and then the baraita taught: 

Provided that its dense-leaved nature remains intact. Once two 

of every three leaves fell, how can you find a branch whose dense- 
leaved nature is intact? 


Abaye said: You can find it 


Three-fold myrtle branch — ven DT: 


Wild myrtle branch — npiv DTI: 


Three-fold myrtle branch 


Wild myrtle branch 
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in an Egyptian myrtle branch," which has seven leaves emerging 
from each and every base, as even when four leaves, the major- 
ity, fall, three remain, and its dense-leaved nature remains intact. 
Abaye said: Learn from it that the Sages hold that this Egyptian 
myrtle branch is fit for use as a hoshana in the mitzva of the four 
species. 


The Gemara asks: This is obvious. It is a myrtle branch. Why 

would it be unfit? The Gemara answers: Lest you say that since 

its name is accompanied by a modifier, i.e., it is not called simply 

a myrtle branch but an Egyptian myrtle branch, it is unfit. There- 
fore, Abaye teaches us that it is fit for use. The Gemara asks: And 

say it is indeed so, that since its name is accompanied by a mod- 
ifier itis unfit. The Gemara answers: It is fit, as “dense-leaved tree” 
is stated by the Merciful One. As the Torah did not mandate the 

use of a specific species but rather listed an identifying character- 
istic, a tree with that characteristic is fit in any case, and the mod- 
ifier is irrelevant. 


The Sages taught: If most of its leaves dried" and three branch- 
es of moist leaves remained on it," itis fit. Rav Hisda said: And 
that is the ruling only if the moist leaves are at the top of each and 
every one of the branches. However, if the moist leaves are else- 
where on the branch, it is unfit. 


§ The mishna continues: If the top of the myrtle branch was 
severed, it is unfit. Ulla bar Hinnana taught: If the top of the 
myrtle branch was severed," but a gallnut-like berry grew in that 
place, it is fit, as the berry fills the void and the top of the branch 
no longer appears severed. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma: If the top was severed on the 
Festival eve," and the berry grew in that place on the Festival, 
what is the halakha? This dilemma is tied to a more fundamental, 
wide-ranging dilemma: Is there disqualification with regard to 
mitzvot or not? Because this myrtle branch was unfit when the 
Festival began, is the halakha that it is permanently disqualified 
and cannot be rendered fit? Or perhaps the halakha is that there 
is no disqualification with regard to mitzvot. Once the growth of 
the berry neutralizes the cause for the disqualification, the myrtle 
branch is again fit for use. 


The Gemara asks: And resolve this dilemma from that which we 
learned in a mishna: With regard to one who slaughtered a non- 
domesticated animal or a bird and is obligated to cover the blood," 
if he covered the blood and it was then uncovered," he is exempt 
from the obligation to cover it a second time. However, if the 
wind blew dust and covered the blood and no person was in- 
volved, he is obligated to cover it. Rabba bar bar Hana said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: They taught that he is obligated to cover 
the blood after the wind covered it only if the blood was then 
exposed. However, if it was not then exposed, he is exempt 
from the obligation to cover it. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


In an Egyptian [mitzra’a] myrtle branch — Axia KOKA: 

See Kappot Temarim, who prefers the second explanation of 
Rashi that this term refers to an Egyptian myrtle branch. Ac- 
cording to Rashi’s first interpretation of this phrase, it refers to 

a myrtle branch that grows on the boundary [metzar] of the 
field. The term does not modify the myrtle branch. It simply 
denotes its location. The Gemara later explains: Abaye taught 
that this kind of myrtle branch is fit, because otherwise the 
thought would have been that the term is a modifier, render- 
ing the myrtle branch unfit. 


Most of its leaves dried — voy ain wap: There are many 
different opinions with regard to this halakha. They depend 
on the understanding of certain terms in the Gemara. Some 
explain that most of the leaves of the myrtle branches dried, 
but three branches of moist leaves remain, meaning that on 
each of the three branches three leaves remain (Rashi). The 
Rid interprets the phrase similarly, though he understands 
he phrase: Most of its leaves, as referring to most of the 
myrtle branches bound with the /ulav. Others explain that 
he term badei alin, branches of leaves, is not referring to 
myrtle branches, but rather to each point on the branch from 
which three leaves emerge. According to this understanding, 
here must be three branches, each with one completely 
resh set of leaves (Meiri), although the authorities disagree 
whether or not those leaves must be situated at the top of 
e branch (see Ran, Ritva, and others). 


If the top was severed on the Festival eve — iwN Dup) 
sip oY Iwn: The Rid suggested a variant reading of the 
Gemara: If the top was severed and a berry grew in its place 
on the Festival. In other words, the Festival began with the 
myrtle branch fit for use, and it was only during the Festival 
that it was disqualified and then became fit again. See the 
Ritva, who rejects that reading. 


Covering the blood - 0771 103: The mitzva of covering the 
blood appears in the Torah (Leviticus 17:13) and is discussed 
in tractate Hullin. One who slaughters an undomesticated 
animal or a bird is obligated to cover the blood with dirt, 
and he recites a blessing prior to performing the act. Several 
details of the mitzva are clarified there: With what materials 
can one cover the blood, how much of the blood must be 
covered, and which blood must be covered. 


And three branches of moist leaves remained on it — NNW 
pnb poy 73 awh 42: If most of the leaves on the myrtle 
branch dried, and one set of three fresh leaves remain at the 
top of each of the branches, it is fit. According to Rashi's inter- 
pretation of the Gemara, this ruling is as per the baraita and 
Rav Hisda. Some explain that even if one fresh leaf remains in 
each set, it is fit (Tur, citing Rosh). The halakha is in accordance 
with the former opinion, as it was adopted by the prominent 
halakhic authorities (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 646:8). 


The top of the myrtle branch was severed — {wx DDPAW DTH: 
n the case of a myrtle branch whose top was severed or be- 
came completely dry, it is fit for use, even if no berry grew in 
its place. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Tarfon cited below (Rif; Rambam; Ramban; Rosh). The reference 
here is to the branch and not just the leaves (Ran). Some deem 
he myrtle unfit if its top is severed (Ra’avad; Rabbi Zerahya 
HaLevi; Ran; Meiri). When a myrtle branch without a severed 
‘op is available, one should rule stringently and not use one 
whose top is severed (Rema, citing Maggid Mishne; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 646:4). 


Blood of a slaughtered animal that was uncovered - 07 
TAW maT: One who slaughters an undomesticated animal 
ora bird is obligated to cover its blood. If wind blows dirt that 
covers the blood, he is exempt from the obligation to cover it. 
However, if it is subsequently uncovered, he is then obligated 
to cover it. However, if one originally covered the blood, and it 
is subsequently uncovered, he is exempt. With regard to one 
who is obligated to cover the blood after it was uncovered, the 
later authorities disagreed whether he recites a blessing over 
that act (Magen Avraham) or not (Peri Hadash; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 28:11). 
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NOTES 


Disqualification with regard to mitzvot — min Syne ana: 


The concept of disqualification applies in 


he halakhot 


of offerings. Once an animal is consecrated, if it is then 
disqualified for some reason, this disqualification remains. 


Its legal status is that of an animal with a 
may not be sacrificed as an offering. The q 


blemish that 
uestion here 


is whether this concept is applied to all mitzvot. With 


regard to objects designated for use in the 


ulfillment of 


a mitzva that were then disqualified for that use, is this 


object disqualified permanently even if 
original disqualification is no longer in effec 


he cause for the 


? In addition, 


the question is not merely whether the concept of dis- 
qualification applies to all mitzvot, but also at what point 
in time the disqualification must take effect in order for 
the object to be permanently disqualified. Merely desig- 
nating certain objects for use in the fulfillment of a mitzva 


is not considered significant, i.e., it is no 


comparable to 


consecration of an offering. In order for disqualification to 
render an object permanently disqualified, a more defini- 


tive action is necessary. 
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And we discussed this issue and asked: When it was then ex- 
posed, why is he obligated to cover it a second time? Since it was 
disqualified, it should remain disqualified. When the wind cov- 
ered the blood, he was exempt from covering the blood. If so, even 
if the blood is subsequently uncovered, he should remain exempt. 
Why then, is he obligated to cover the blood in that case? 


And Rav Pappa said: That is to say that there is no disqualifica- 
tion with regard to mitzvot." Once the cause of the exemption 
from the obligation is neutralized, one is once again obligated to 
fulfill the mitzva. Although there is disqualification with regard to 
offerings, that is not the case with regard to mitzvot. If so, Rabbi 
Yirmeya’s dilemma is resolved. 


The Gemara answers: It is with regard to Rav Pappa’s resolution 
itself that Rabbi Yirmeya raised the dilemma. Is it obvious to 
Rav Pappa, based on the discussion with regard to the blood, that 
there is no disqualification with regard to mitzvot; and there is 
no difference whether that ruling leads to leniency, as in the case 
of a myrtle branch whose top was severed and a berry grew in its 
place, rendering it fit, and there is no difference whether that 
ruling leads to stringency, as in the case of the blood, where one 
is obligated to cover it anew? Or, perhaps the tanna was uncertain, 
and therefore, when that ruling leads to stringency, we say that 
there is no disqualification with regard to mitzvot, and one must 
perform the mitzva. However, when that ruling leads to leniency, 
we do not say that there is no disqualification with regard to 
mitzvot. The Gemara concludes: The dilemma stands unresolved. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this matter of disqualification 
with regard to mitzvot is dependent upon a dispute of tanna’im, 
as a similar topic was taught in a baraita: If one transgressed and 
picked the berries that render the myrtle branch unfit on the 
Festival, it remains unfit; this is the statement of Rabbi Elazar, 
son of Rabbi Tzadok. The Sages deem it fit. The Gemara ex- 
plains: Everyone, both tanna’im, agree that a lulav does not re- 
quire binding. And even if you say that a lulav requires binding, 
nevertheless, we do not derive the halakhot of lulav from the 
halakhot of sukka. With regard to sukka it is written: Prepare it, 
from which it is derived, and not from that which is already 
prepared. The sukka must be established by means of an action, 
not one that was established by itself. 


What, is it not that Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, and the 

Rabbis are disagreeing about the following? The one who 

deems the myrtle branch unfit, Rabbi Elazar, holds: We say there 

is disqualification with regard to mitzvot. Since this myrtle 

branch was unfit when the Festival began because the berries 

outnumbered the leaves, reducing the number of berries will not 
render it fit. And the one who deems the myrtle branch fit, the 

Rabbis, holds: We do not say there is disqualification with re- 
gard to mitzvot. Even though this myrtle branch was unfit when 

the Festival began, once the cause of the disqualification is neutral- 
ized, the myrtle branch is rendered fit for use in the performance 

of the mitzva. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion. No, one could say that every- 
one agrees that we do not say there is disqualification with re- 
gard to mitzvot. And here, it is with regard to deriving lulav 

from sukka that they disagree. One Sage, Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Tzadok, holds: We derive lulav from sukka. Just as a sukka 

must be rendered fit through building and not by means of an 

action taken after it was built, so too, a lulav must be rendered fit 
through binding and not by an action taken after it was bound. 
Since this myrtle branch was not rendered fit through binding but 
rather through the removal of the berries after it was bound, it is 

unfit. And one Sage, i.e., the Rabbis, holds: We do not derive 

lulav from sukka. Therefore, even if the lulav was rendered fit from 

that which is already prepared, it is fit. 
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And if you wish, say instead: If we hold that lulav requires 
binding, everyone agrees that we derive the halakhot of lulav 
from the halakhot of sukka. And here, it is with regard to 
whether or nota lulav requires binding that they disagree, and 
they disagree in the dispute of these tanna’im, as it was taught 
in a baraita: A lulav, whether it is bound with the myrtle and 
willow and whether it is not bound, is fit. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
Ifit is bound it is fit; if it is not bound it is unfit. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda? From where does he derive this requirement by 
Torah law? The Gemara answers: He derives the term taking 
written with regard to the four species from the term taking 
written with regard to the bundle of hyssop by means of a 
verbal analogy. It is written there, in the context of the sacrifice 
of the Paschal lamb in Egypt: “Take a bundle of hyssop” (Exo- 
dus 12:22), and it is written here, in the context of the four 
species: “And you shall take for yourselves on the first day the 
fruit of a beautiful tree, branches of a date palm and boughs of 
a dense-leaved tree, and willows of the brook” (Leviticus 23:40). 
Just as there, with regard to the Paschal lamb, the mitzva to take 
the hyssop is specifically in a bundle, so too here, the mitzva to 
take the four species is specifically in a bundle. And the Rabbis 
hold: We do not derive the term taking from the term taking 
by means of the verbal analogy. 


On a related note, the Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who 
taught in the baraita: There is a mitzva to bind the myrtle and 
the willow with the lulav,” and if he did not bind it, it is fit? 
Whose opinion is it? If the baraita is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, when he did not bind it, why is it 
fit? If it is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, what 
mitzva did he perform? The Gemara answers: Actually, it is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis. And the reason that 
there is a mitzva to bind them is due to the fact that it is stated: 
“This is my God and I will glorify Him [ve‘anvehu]” (Exodus 
15:2), which they interpreted to mean: Beautify yourself [hitna’e] 
before Him in the performance of the mitzvot. The Rabbis agree 
that although failure to bind the three species does not render 
the lulav unfit for the mitzva, the performance of the mitzva is 
more beautiful when the lulav is bound. 


§ The mishna continues: Or if its berries were more numerous 
than its leaves,’ it is unfit. Rav Hisda said: This statement was 
stated by our great rabbi," Rav, and may the Omnipresent 
come to his assistance. The Sages taught this halakha only if 
the berries were concentrated in one place. However, if they 
were distributed in two or three places throughout the branch, 
it is fit. 


Rava said to Rav Hisda: 


Its berries were more numerous than its leaves - v33% v7 


voyn par: 


Myrtle branch with few leaves and many berries 


BACKGROUND 


HALAKHA 
There is a mitzva to bind the lulav - inih myn abs: There 
is a mitzva to bind the /ulav, myrtle branches, and willow 
branches together in order to enhance the beauty of the 


mitzva. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6511). 


NOTES 
Our great rabbi - Sinan 437: Rav Hisda used this term be- 
cause he was among the younger students of Rav and also 
learned Torah from the older students of Rav, e.g., Rav Huna. 
He sought to emphasize that he learned this particular matter 
directly from his great rabbi, from Rav himself. 
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Perek III 
Daf 33 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


Berries of the myrtle branch — D7 miaay:With regard 
o a myrtle branch on which there are more berries than 
eaves, if the berries are green, it is fit. If the berries are 
black or red, it is unfit. If one has no other myrtle branch 
o use on the Festival, he may take one with red or black 


citing Beit Yosef, holds that after the first day it is fit in any 
case. Practically, the halakha is not in accordance with 


Orah Hayyim 646:2, 11). 


NOTES 
Berries on a myrtle branch render the myrtle branch 


unfit — D314 niay bis: The Gemara never states explic- 


itly why berries on a myrtle branch render it unfit. From 
he Gemara (see Rashi) it appears that it is unfit due to 
ack of beauty; since the berries are a different color, they 


rom the Jerusalem Talmud it appears that there are two 
other issues. First, the berries transform the branch into 
something other than a myrtle branch, as the berries 
hemselves are a different species. Second, the mitzva is 


Since the berries are black, they are a full-fledged fruit and 
render the myrtle branch unfit. 


Disqualification from the outset - Kpy m: It is clear 


that disqualification from the outset does not lead to per- 


manent disqualification, even in other situations. There is 
nothing novel in that. However, it had yet to be proven 
whether or not an item that was already designated for 
the purpose of a mitzva and then became disqualified 
may be used in fulfillment of that mitzva after the cause 
of the disqualification ceases. 
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berries. However, he does not recite a blessing. The Rema, 


hat opinion (see Taz and Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, 


detract from the beauty of the myrtle branch. However, 


o take boughs of a dense-leaved tree and not its fruits. 
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If the berries are distributed in two or three places, the myrtle 
branch is speckled with different colors in different places. It lacks 
beauty and is certainly unfit. 


Rather, emend the text: If this statement was stated, it was stated 
as follows: Or, if its berries” were more numerous than its leaves, 
it is unfit." Rav Hisda said: This statement was stated by our great 
rabbi, Rav, and may the Omnipresent come to his assistance: The 
Sages taught this halakha only with regard to ripe, black berries, 
since they stand in stark contrast to the green leaves of the branch, 
which then appears speckled. However, if its berries are green, they 
are considered of the same type as the myrtle branch, as they are 
the same color. Consequently, the branch does not appear speckled, 
and therefore it is fit. 


Rav Pappa said: The legal status of red berries is like that of black 
ones, as Rabbi Hanina said: In the case of menstrual blood, this 
black blood is actually red blood, except that it deteriorated. Red 
and black are considered two shades of the same color. 


§ The mishna continues: If he diminished their number, it is fit. 
The Gemara asks: This is a case where he diminished their number 
when? If you say that he did so before he bound the lulav, it is 
obvious that it is fit. When he performs the mitzva with it, the leaves 
outnumber the berries. Rather, it must be that he diminished their 
number after he bound the lulav with the other species. If so, it is 
a case of disqualification from the outset," as it was unfit at the 
time that it was bound. Resolve from here the dilemma that was 
raised and conclude that disqualification from the outset is not 
permanent disqualification. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: Actually, it is a case where he 
diminished the number of berries after he bound it. And that Sage 
holds that binding does not render the three bound species a lulav 
used for a mitzva. Rather, it is mere designation of the species for 
the mitzva, and mere designation is not anything of significance. 
The fact that the berries outnumbered the leaves at the time that it 
was bound is not disqualification from the outset, as binding is a 
stage prior to the outset. 


§ The mishna continues: But one may not diminish the number 
on the Festival itself. The Gemara asks: But if one violated the 
prohibition and picked them, what is the halakha? The myrtle 
branch is fit, as the mishna prohibited doing so ab initio but did not 
deem it unfit. The Gemara clarifies: This is a case that the berries 
turned black when? Ifyou say that they were black from yesterday, 
the Festival eve, the myrtle is disqualified from the outset, as it is 
unfit at the start of the Festival. If so, resolve from here that dis- 
qualification from the outset is not permanent disqualification, 
as the mishna says that if one picked the berries, the myrtle branch 
is fit. 


Rather, is it not that they turned black on the Festival itself and 
he picked them that day. That then is a case where the myrtle branch 
was fit and then disqualified, as at the start of the Festival the ber- 
ries were green and only later turned black, rendering the myrtle 
branch unfit. Conclude from it that an item that was fit and then 
disqualified can then be rendered fit again, thereby resolving an 
unresolved dilemma. 


The Gemara rejects that conclusion. No, actually, it is a case where 
the berries turned black from the outset, prior to the Festival. 
Resolve from it that an item disqualified from the outset is not 
permanently disqualified. However, do not resolve the dilemma 
concerning whether an item that was fit and then disqualified can 
then be rendered fit, as no clear proof can be adduced from here. 
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The Sages taught: One may not diminish the number of berries on 
the Festival to render the myrtle branch fit." In the name of Rabbi 
Eliezer, son of Rabbi Shimon, they said: One may diminish their 
number. The Gemara asks: But isn’t he preparing a vessel on a 
Festival, as he renders an unfit myrtle branch fit for use in fulfilling 
the mitzva? 


Rav Ashi said: It is a case where he picked them for the purpose of 
eating them, as it is permitted to pick berries from a branch unat- 
tached to the ground, and preparing the myrtle branch for use is 

permitted because he did not intend to do so. And Rabbi Eliezer, 
son of Rabbi Shimon, holds in accordance with the opinion of his 

father, who said: An unintentional act," i.e., a permitted action from 

which a prohibited labor inadvertently ensues, is permitted on Shab- 
bat or on a Festival. Here too, one’s intention is to eat the berries. 
Although the myrtle branch is prepared for use in the process, picking 
the berries is permitted because that was not his intention. 


The Gemara challenges: But didn’t Abaye and Rava both say that 
Rabbi Shimon concedes in the case of: Cut off its head and will it 
not die? Even Rabbi Shimon, who says that an unintentional act is 
permitted, said so only in cases where the prohibited result is pos- 
sible but not guaranteed. However, when a prohibited result is in- 
evitable, just as death inevitably ensues from decapitation, the act is 
prohibited. In the case of picking berries off of a myrtle branch for 
food, one cannot claim that he did not intend for the prohibited re- 
sult of preparing the myrtle branch for use to ensue. In this case, the 
myrtle branch will inevitably be rendered fit; how is this permitted? 


The Gemara answers: With what are we dealing here? It is with a 
case where he has another fit myrtle branch. Therefore, one is not 
considered to be preparing a vessel. Since the ultimate objective is to 
render the lulav and the accompanying species, which constitute the 
vessel in question, fit, and those species are already fit, picking the 
berries from the myrtle branch is not inevitable preparation of a ves- 
sel. Therefore, if one ate the berries, and the myrtle branch is thereby 
rendered fit, it is fit for use in the mitzva. 


§ The Sages taught: If the binding of the lulav was untied on the 
Festival, one may bind it again. One may not bind it with a sophis- 
ticated knot as before, but with a knot like the one used in a binding 
of vegetables," by merely winding the string around the species. The 
Gemara asks: But why merely wind it? Let him tie a bow, which is 
permitted on Shabbat or a Festival, as he is not tying an actual knot. 
The Gemara answers: Whose opinion is it in this baraita? It is the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who says that a bowis a full-fledged knot, 
and therefore it is prohibited to tie one on the Festival. 


The Gemara answers: If the baraita is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, since he holds that a lulav requires binding, as he 
derived from the Paschal lamb, he requires the binding to be a full- 
fledged binding. How, then, can winding the string like the binding 
of vegetables suffice in fulfillment of the mitzva? The Gemara an- 
swers: This tanna of the baraita holds in accordance with his opin- 
ion in one matter, i.e., that a bow is a full-fledged knot, and disagrees 
with him in one matter, as the tanna holds that binding the species 
is merely to enhance the beauty of the mitzva, but it is not a Torah 


requirement. 
MI S H N A willow branch that was stolen" or is com- 
pletely dry" is unfit." One from a tree wor- 
shipped as idolatry [asheira]" or from a city whose residents were 
incited to idolatry is unfit. If the top was severed," or its leaves were 
severed," or if it is the tzaftzafa, a species similar to, but not actu- 
ally a willow, it is unfit. However, a willow branch that is slightly 
dried, and one that a minority of its leaves fell," and a branch from 
a willow that does not grow by the river, but instead is from a non- 
irrigated field, is fit. 


HALAKHA 


Diminishing the number of berries on the Festival — 
3v Diva Nid priya: One may not diminish the number 
of berries by picking them on the Festival. However, if he 
did so, whether he did so in a permitted manner, i.e., some- 
one else picked them to eat (Maggid Mishne; Taz; Magen 
Avraham; and others), or whether he did so in a prohibited 
manner, intentionally picking them to render the myrtle 
branch fit, the myrtle branch is fit (Shu/han Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 646:26). 


A willow branch that was stolen — a TIW: A stolen 
willow branch is unfit, as is the case with the other species 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 649:1). 


A willow branch that... is completely dry — 72)... 73: 
If the majority of the leaves on a willow branch are com- 
pletely dry, it is unfit. It is considered completely dry if it 
crumbles with the contact of a fingernail. Some say that a 
willow branch is considered completely dry only if its leaves 
have paled. If the leaves have slightly dried and wilted, 
the willow branch is fit. The tendency is to rule stringently 
with regard to willow branches, since they are in greater 
supply and more easily accessible (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 647:2). 


=< 


A willow branch. ..from a tree worshipped as idolatry, 
etc. — 13) TWX bw.: A willow branch worshipped 
as idolatry or from a city incited to worship idols is unfit, 
as is the case with the other species (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 649:3). 


A willow branch if the top was severed — ovp3...1 2 
mx: A willow branch whose top was severed, which ac- 
cording to most authorities means the top of the branch 
itself was severed, is unfit. The Rambam deems it fit, but 
common practice is to follow the first opinion. Some deem 
it unfit even if the top leaves, and not the top of the branch, 
are severed. Some seek to enhance performance of the 
mitzva by ensuring that the top leaf is intact (Responsa Givat 
Shaul; Hayyim UVrakha; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 647:2). 


A willow branch whose leaves fell — wy yway naw: If 
most of the leaves of a willow branch fell, itis unfit (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 647:2). 


NOTES 


An unintentional act — pana pg 337: Rabbi Shimon’s 
statement primarily pertains to the halakhot of Shabbat. 
However, his general view is that intent is the most signifi- 
cant component in assessing an action. Therefore, if a per- 
mitted action will unintentionally have a prohibited result, 
it remains permitted. However, Abaye and Rava stated a 
caveat with regard to this halakha. If the prohibited result 
is inevitable, one cannot claim that the prohibition was 
unintentional. Rabbi Shimon concedes that in that case 
one is liable for performing the prohibited action. The com- 
mentaries and authorities disagreed as to whether or not 
Rabbi Shimon concedes in a case where one does not want 
the inevitable result. 


Like a binding of vegetables - prow mmaya: Rabbeinu 
Hananel explained that this is referring to taking several 
lulav leaves, winding them, and tying the other species to 
the /ulav, in the manner that one ties a bundle of vegetables. 


Halakhot of the willow branch — 72W 7: Even though 
most halakhot of the willow branch are identical to the 
halakhot of the lulav and the myrtle branch, they are cited 
separately due to two halakhot unique to the willow: The 
tzaftzata is unfit, and the willow branch that grows in a 
non-irrigated field is fit (Tosefot Yom Tov; Kappot Temarim). 


Its leaves were severed — why ayp2: Some explain that 
this term is referring to a situation where all the leaves fell, 
whereas the term fell is referring to a case where only some 
of the leaves fell (Ra'avad and others). Others explain that 
this term is referring to a case where the leaves are partially 
detached (Maggid Mishne). Yet others explain that it means 
that the leaves split (Meiri). 
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NOTES = =————————_- 
Of the non-irrigated field and of the mountains — bya by 
ow ben: The word nahal, which appears in the phrase: Wil- 
lows of the brook, has two possible meanings. One is a water 
source, e.g., a river. The other is a wadi through which water 
flows sporadically. To counter conclusions that could be drawn 
from these definitions, the baraita enumerated willows that 
grow in non-irrigated fields, which suffice with rainwater, as 
opposed to willows irrigated by a water source, and willows 
that grow on a mountain, as opposed to willows that grow in 
a wadi (Rabbi Shmuel Strashun). 


Perek III 
Daf 34 Amuda 


NOTES 

Ten saplings, etc. -^a niyu Wy: Rashi is of the opinion that 
these three halakhot are grouped together only because the 
Sages discussed them at the same time. Subsequently, they 
were always grouped together. However, according to Tosafot 
in Moed Katan (4a), these halakhot were transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai together to teach that they are relevant only during 
the time of the Temple. 


| said that the Jewish people should be before Me as a 
plant placed by great waters — by np nab byw PW WN 
D3102: Some explain this verse homiletically: “The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, wanted Israel to always be proximate to the wa- 
ters of Torah, just as the willow branch grows by the brook, but 
they chose to draw inspiration from other sources (HaKotev). 


HALAKHA 

Ten saplings — niy Wy: If ten saplings were spread evenly 
throughout an area of a beit se'a, two thousand five hundred 
square cubits, during the sixth year of the Sabbatical cycle it 
is permitted to plow the area until the very beginning of the 
Sabbatical Year. The standard prohibition against plowing thirty 
days before the beginning of the Sabbatical Year is not in effect, 
as per a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rambam 
Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 3:5). 


Willow branch in the Temple — waa naw: There is a hal- 
akha transmitted to Moses from Sinai to bring a second willow 
branch to the Temple, in addition to the willow branches taken 
with the /ulav (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 7:20). 


The water libation — O17 J103: On each of the seven days of 
the festival of Sukkot, a water libation is performed on the altar 
in addition to the wine libation. This is a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 6:6). 
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G EM ARA |= Sages taught: “Willows of the 


brook” (Leviticus 23:40) means wil- 
lows that grow by the brook. Alternatively, “willows of the 
brook” is an allusion to the tree in question. It is a tree whose 
leaf is elongated like a brook. 


It was taught in another baraita: From “willows of the brook,” 
I have derived only actual willows of the brook that grow on 

the banks of the brook. With regard to willows of the non-ir- 
rigated field and willows of the mountains," from where do I 

derive that they are fit as well? The verse states: “Willows of 
the brook,” in the plural, teaching that the branches of willows 

are fit in any case. 


Abba Shaul says: “Willows” in the plural teaches that there are 
two mitzvot that involve use of the willow branch. One is the 
willow branch for the lulav, and one is the willow branch taken 
for the Temple, with which the people would circle the altar on 
Sukkot. 


And the Rabbis, who do not interpret the verse that way, from 
where do they derive the mitzva of the willow branch for the 
Temple? It is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that 
they learned through tradition and not from a verse, as Rabbi 
Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: There are three halakhot for 
which the Sages unsuccessfully sought a Torah source. The first 
is the halakha of ten saplings.“" There is a mitzva by Torah law 
to extend the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year and to begin refrain- 
ing from plowing thirty days before the Sabbatical Year begins. 
However, one may plow around individual saplings to sustain 
them. Ina field that is one beit sea, fifty by fifty cubits, in which 
there are ten evenly spaced saplings, it is permitted to plow the 
entire field until the onset of the Sabbatical Year to sustain the 
saplings. The second halakha is the mitzva of the willow branch 
in the Temple." And the third halakha is the mitzva of the water 
libation" on the altar, which accompanies the daily offerings 
each day of Sukkot, together with the daily wine libation. No 
Torah source was found for these halakhot, as each is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


The Sages taught an additional baraita: “Willows of the brook” 
is referring to those that grow by the river, which comes to 

exclude a tzaftzafa, which grows among the mountains and 

not near a brook. Rabbi Zeira said: What is the verse from 

which the fact that the tzaftzafa is unfit is derived? It is derived 

from the reprimand that is written: “He placed it by great wa- 
ters, and set it as a tzaftzafa” (Ezekiel 17:5). The Jewish people 

were planted like a willow on great waters, but ultimately be- 
came like a tzaftzafa. Apparently, a tzaftzafa does not grow on 

great waters. 


Abaye said to Rabbi Zeira: And perhaps the second part of the 
verse is merely explaining the first part, and it means: He placed 
it by great waters, and what is it that He placed there? It is a 
tzaftzafa. Rabbi Zeira answered: If so, and that is the meaning 
of the verse, what is the meaning of the term “set it”? Rather, 
the verse means that the willow branch was transformed into a 
tzaftzafa. That is how Rabbi Abbahu explained the verse, as 
Rabbi Abbahu said that the Holy One, Blessed be He, said: I 
said that the Jewish people should be before Me as a plant 
placed" by great waters, and what is that plant? It is a willow. 
And they set themselves as a tzaftzafa of the mountains. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


IPA MY 6779 AD vam ND 
nw mayas Dwa OND by np’ 
prone NPIN ara apn 
-PRR DID by mp” wise 
ITAY -iNY KA 13 ON TYDY 
WK MIT NA WITI Y ATIN 
wawapa nab i TD NON 
ray ww | Ay T ne aN 

‘OYA MaYD¥S 


PILIS IPN MDW TPX PITA 
nb T „Diny abw mp TIW 
now 3 Typ MDyay pon Pa pon 
band mapa bay ‘abe mon fo 
TINT AW - band TINT NMA NT 
KAN 9D HIK WX ape - vob 

NYIKITA- T 


KIDOKI ADD YAW HIN WY 
1m) KDW sawn ws xo 
z mb ow ah mx) bgi: KDT 

yawn xp wan) xb 


vars “omg IW” P 137 KPN) 
Dipa an NT 


Some taught this verse as the conclusion of the baraita and 
Rabbi Zeira raised the objection, and the response to his objec- 
tion is unattributed: He placed it by great waters, and set it as a 
tzaftzafa. Rabbi Zeira strongly objects: And perhaps the sec- 
ond part of the verse is merely explaining the first part, and it 
means: He placed it by great waters, and what is it that He 
placed there? It is a tzaftzafa. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: 
Ifso, and that is the meaning of the verse, what is the meaning of 
the term “set it”? Rabbi Abbahu said that the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, said: I said that the Jewish people should be before Me 
as a plant placed by great waters, and what is that plant? It is a 
willow. And they set themselves as a tzaftzafa of the mountains. 


Apropos the defining characteristics of the willow branch, in 
contrast to similar species that are unfit, the Sages taught: What 
is a willow and what is a tzaftzafa?™" With regard to a willow 
branch, its stem is red, and its leaf is elongated, and the edge of 
its leaf is smooth. With regard to a tzaftzafa, its stem is white, 
its leaf is round, and the edge of its leaf is serrated like a sickle. 
The Gemara objects: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: If the edge 
of its leaf is serrated like a sickle’ it is fit, but if it is serrated like 
a saw,™ whose teeth are uneven in both size and sequence, it is 
unfit? Abaye said: When that baraita was taught, it was referring 
to a particular type of willow called hilfa gila, whose leaves are 
serrated. However, all other types of willow branches have leaves 
with a smooth edge. 


Abaye said: Conclude from it that this hilfa gila is fit for use in 
the hoshana of the four species. The Gemara wonders: That is 
obvious. The Gemara answers: Lest you say that since its name 
is accompanied by a modifier, as it is called hilfa gila, it should 
not be unfit. Therefore, Abaye teaches us that it is fit. 


The Gemara asks: And say it is indeed so, that since its name is 
accompanied by a modifier it is unfit. The Gemara answers: The 
Merciful One states: “Willows of the brook,” in the plural, 
teaching that the branches of willows are fit in any case. 


Willow branch and tzaftzafa — A5¥5¥1 72W: The halakhic au- 
thorities and commentaries discussed whether the identifying 
characteristics of the willow branch or the tzaftzafa are precise 
(see Arukh LaNer and Sefat Emet). In other words, is a willow 
branch fit only if it bears all three distinguishing indicators? 
Apparently, based on the discussion with regard to the hilfa 
gila, not all of the indicators are necessary, as the edge of the 
hilfa gila is serrated. 


Willow branch and tzaftzafa — 79%9%) TIW: The willows of 
the brook mentioned in the Torah is the species of the same 
name. Its leaf is elongated, the edge of its leaf is smooth, and 
the stem from which the leaves grow is red. However, if the 
stem is green, it is fit (Beit Yosef). Most of this species grows on 
riverbanks. Nevertheless, a willow that grows elsewhere is also 
fit. There is another species of willow called hilfa gila that is also 


| HALAKHA 


Like a sickle...like a saw - wid) miatt...baab matt: There are 
many different and even contradictory versions of this state- 
ment in the Tosefta and in the Jerusalem Talmud. It is pos- 
sible, however, to reconcile all the different versions, albeit 
with some difficulty, if one says that there are several different 
types of willows under discussion here, being that there exist 
many different species of willow, of tzaftzafa, and of hybrids 
combining the two. 


fit. It is like a regular willow branch, except that its leaves have 
a serrated edge, with small, even teeth like those on a sickle. 
However, a tzaftzafa, whose leaves are round, and the edge of 
whose leaf is serrated unevenly with teeth like those of a saw, 
and whose stem is not red, is not fit, since it is not a species of 
willow. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Abaye 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 6471). 


BACKGROUND ————__ 
Willow branch and tzaftzafa - na%3%) 72W: Even though 
the mishna and the Gemara provide many indicators to 
distinguish between the willow branch and the tzaftzafa, 
botanists disagree with regard to their precise identification. 
Apparently, the two trees are species of willow and come 
from the Salix genus. Neither tree grows particularly high, 
although they grow rapidly. In both species, there are many 
variations and there are species that are hybrids of the two. 


Willow branch 


The tzaftzafa, however, is one of the species of willow that 
is most distant from the willow fit for use in performing the 
mitzva, both in the shape of its leaves and its branches. It is 
apparently one of the forms referred to today as the white 
willow, Salix alba L. 


White willow 


Teeth of a sickle — ban ww: 


Sickle with serrated teeth 


Teeth of a saw — iwn w: 


Saw with uneven, serrated teeth 
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NOTES 
Their names changed — wrmaw "mw: This passage was cited 
here in support of Abaye's opinion that a hilfa gila is a type of 
willow branch. Despite the fact that the tzaftzafa could certainly 
have been called hilfa, as the name hilfeta suggests, the names 
were changed in the common usage of the people, and hilfa 
refers to a willow branch. 


Aneedle that is found in the thick wall of the second compart- 
ment of the stomach — nipia7 ma ‘siya Kya wna: A hole in 
the wall of any of several organs in the body of an animal, e.g., the 
heart, renders it a tereifa. Occasionally, a needle can be found to 
be stuck in the wall of an organ, but it is unclear whether it pen- 
etrated all the way through the wall or not. Alternatively, it can be 
unclear whether its presence in one side will lead to it ultimately 
penetrating the other side, rendering the animal a tereifa. 


Perek III 
Daf 34 Amud b 
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Apropos the branches of the willow and the tzaftzafa, the 
Gemara cites what Rav Hisda said: These three objects’ names 
changed" since the Temple was destroyed. That which was 
called willow was called in later generations halfata, which is 
another name for tzaftzafa, and that which was called halfata 
was called willow. The Gemara asks: What is the practical hala- 
khic difference that emerges from the name change? The 
Gemara answers: It is with regard to the mitzva of taking the 
lulav, as one of the species bound with the lulav is a willow 
branch, which is now called tzaftzafa. 


In addition, that which was called trumpet was called shofar in 
later generations, and that which was called shofar was called 
trumpet in later generations. The Gemara asks: What is the 
practical halakhic difference whether a shofar is called shofar or 
trumpet? The Gemara answers: It is significant with regard to 
the halakhot of shofar of Rosh HaShana. On Rosh HaShana, 
one fulfills his obligation only by sounding a shofar. If one comes 
today and asks what instrument he should use to sound the 
requisite blasts, he should be told to use a trumpet. 


Also, that which was originally called petora was called in later 
generations by the name previously used for a small table, peto- 
rata, and a petorata was called petora. The Gemara asks: What 

is the practical halakhic difference that emerges from the 

change of name? The Gemara answers: It is with regard to the 

halakhot of buying and selling. One who orders a petora should 

know that he ordered a small table and not a large one. 


Abaye said: I too shall speak of changes in the meaning of 
terms in this generation. That which was called huviila, the first 
compartment of the stomach of animals that chew their cud, is, 
in recent generations, called bei kasei, the name of the second 
compartment of the animal’s stomach. Similarly, that which was 
once called bei kasei is called huvlila in recent generations. 


What is the practical halakhic difference that emerges from this 
change of names? It is with regard to a needle that is found in 
the thick wall of the second compartment of the stomach." In 
the halakhot of tereifot, it is prohibited to eat animals with a life 
expectancy of less than a year. It was established that if a needle 
punctures the wall of the second compartment of the stomach 
from only one side, the animal is kosher. If the needle penetrates 
the wall in a manner visible from both sides, the animal assumes 
the halakhic status of a tereifa. In the first stomach, even if the 
needle penetrated only one side of the wall, the animal assumes 
the halakhic status of a tereifa. Therefore, it is crucial to distin- 
guish between the first and the second compartments of the 
stomach. 


Rava bar Yosef said: I too shall speak of changes in the meaning 
of terms in this generation. The city that in biblical times 
was called Babylon was called Bursif in later generations, and 
Bursif was called Babylon in later generations. The Gemara 
asks: What is 


the practical halakhic difference that emerges from this change 
of names? It is in the area of women’s bills of divorce. With 
regard to bills of divorce, special care is devoted to ensuring that 
the name of the place where the bill is written is not altered. 
Therefore, it is important to be aware that Babylon underwent 
a name change in later generations. 
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MI S H N A Rabbi Yishmael says: The mitzva of the 


four species" is to take three myrtle 
branches, and two willow branches, one lulav, and one etrog." 
With regard to the myrtle branches, even if the tops of two are 
severed" and the top of one is not severed, it is fit. Rabbi Tarfon 
says: Even if the tops of all three are severed, it is fit. Rabbi 
Akiva says with regard to the number of each of the species: Just 
as there is one lulav and one etrog, so too there is one myrtle 
branch and one willow branch. 


G E M ARA It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yish- 


mael says: “The fruit of a beautiful tree 
(Leviticus 23:40); that is one etrog. “Branches of a date palm’; 
that is one lulav. Based on tradition, kappot is written without the 
letter vav. Although the word is vocalized in the plural, the lack of 
the vav indicates that only one is required. “Boughs of a dense- 
leaved tree”; these are three, as the verse is referring to a branch 
with several stems. “Willows of the brook”; these are two, as it is 
plural. Even if the tops of two are severed and the top of one is 
not severed, it is fit. Rabbi Tarfon says: Even if the tops of all 
three are severed, it is fit. Rabbi Akiva says: Just as there is one 
lulav and one etrog, so too, there is one myrtle branch and one 
willow branch. 


Rabbi Eliezer said to him that the species cannot be equated. I 
might have thought that the etrog should be bound with the 
other species in one bundle. However, you could say in response: 
Does it say: The fruit of a beautiful tree and branches of a date 
palm, with the conjunction joining them? Doesn't it say only 
“branches of a date palm,’ without a conjunction? That indicates 
that the etrog is taken separately from the other three species, 
which are joined in the verse by conjunctions: Branches of a date 
palm, and boughs ofa dense-leaved tree, and willows of the brook, 
are taken together. And from where is it derived that failure to 
take each of the species prevents fulfillment of the mitzva with 


the others?" The verse states: “And you shall take [ulkahtem],” 


from which it is derived based on the etymological similarity that 
it shall be a complete taking [Iekiha tamma] consisting of all the 
species. 


The Gemara asks: And according to Rabbi Yishmael, who deems 
the lulav fit even if the tops of two of the myrtle branches were 
severed, whichever way you look at it, his statement is problem- 
atic. Ifhe requires whole myrtle branches, and those whose tops 
are severed do not fill the criterion of beauty, let him require all 
of them to be whole. And if he does not require whole myrtle 
branches, even one branch should not be required to be whole 
either, as Rabbi Tarfon said. The Sage Bira’a said that Rabbi Ami 
said: Rabbi Yishmael retracted" his statement. He concedes that, 
fundamentally, only one myrtle branch is required, and that 
branch must be whole. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Tarfon. And Shmuel conforms to his 
line of reasoning, as Shmuel said to those who were selling 
myrtle branches: Equate the price that you demand for myrtle 
branches to their value and sell your myrtle branches. And if you 
do not do so and overcharge, I will teach the halakha in public 
for you in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Tarfon, who 
allows the use of myrtle branches whose tops are severed. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that Shmuel said that to 
them? If you say it is because Rabbi Tarfon is lenient in his ruling, 
let him say to them that he will teach the halakha in public for 
them in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, who is 
even more lenient in his ruling, as he requires only one myrtle 
branch. The Gemara answers: That is not the case, as three myrtle 
branches whose tops are severed are common, but one complete 
myrtle branch whose top is not severed is not common. In 
practical terms, Rabbi Tarfon’s ruling is the more lenient." 


HALAKHA 

The four species - waT Myatt: One takes one lulav, two 
willow branches, three myrtle branches, and one etrog ab 
initio. If he took one willow branch, he is required to bring 
a second one and repeat the blessing (Birkei Yosef, Knesset 
HaGedola). In exigent circumstances, one fulfills his obliga- 
tion with one myrtle branch, provided it is complete, in ac- 
cordance with the understanding of Rabbi Yishmael’s opinion 
after his retraction (Rema; Beit Yosef, citing Ritva; Mordekhai; 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan; and others). The later authorities 
disagreed whether it is appropriate to recite a blessing in that 
case. The Peri Megadim and Yeshuat Ya'akov wrote that one 
recites a blessing. According to Magen Avraham one may, in 
exigent circumstances, rely on the Ramban, who says that 
one may take even one severed myrtle branch, although in 
that case one certainly does not recite a blessing (Mishna 
Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 651:1). 


Adding species - w» by napi: It is prohibited to add a 
fifth species to the other four, due to the prohibition against 
adding to mitzvot. Similarly, one may not take more than one 
lulav or etrog. However, it is permitted to add as many willow 
branches and myrtle branches as one chooses (Josafot, and 
apparently the Jerusalem Talmud, and some say this is the 
opinion of the Rambam as well). Some prohibit adding a wild 
myrtle branch, as it is considered a separate species (Ba'al 
Halakhot Gedolot). However, more authorities permit doing 
so (geonim and others). It was the custom of the geonim in 
Babylonia to add multiple myrtle and willow branches (see 
Meéiri, Tur, Haggahot Maimoniyyot, and others). The Shulhan 
Arukh wrote that those who perform mitzvot fastidiously do 
not add to the amounts in the mishna (see Levush). However, 
there were those who would add multiple myrtle branches, 
even as many as sixty-eight, the numerological value of the 
word lulav; sixty nine, the numerical value of hadas, myrtle; 
or seventy, corresponding to the number of bulls sacrificed 
over the course of Sukkot. In the Yemenite community, it is 
a widespread custom to add myrtle branches to enhance 
the beauty of the four species (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
651:14-15). 


Failure to take each of the species prevents fulfillment of 
the mitzva with the others — m nx m paayn: Failure to take 
he four species prevents fulfillment of the mitzva as per the 
baraita and the Gemara in tractate Menahot. If one of the spe- 
cies is missing, one does not recite a blessing over the others. 
However, one should take the other ones to commemorate 
e mitzva, both on the first day as well as the other days 
(Rosh; Rabbeinu Yeruham; Rabbi Yosef Colon ben Shlomo). 
one has all four species and takes them individually and 
not together, he fulfills his obligation, as long as they are all 
in front of him at the time (Rema, based on the Rambam). In 
hat case, one takes the /ulav first and recites the blessing over 
it (Rosh; Ran; Rashba). If he interrupts by speaking between 
aking of the species, he must recite the blessing over each 
(Haggahot Maimoniyyot; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 651:12). 


NOTES 


Severed — nai: The talmudic commentaries and the hal- 
akhic authorities dealt with the relationship between this 
mishna and those that preceded it. Due to apparent redun- 
dancy, they explained that in this context the word severed is 
not referring to the top being severed; rather, it refers to the 
fact that the branch did not grow directly from the ground 
but was an offshoot of a branch that grew in the ground 
(Ra‘avad; Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi; see Ritva and others). 


Rabbi Yishmael retracted — Drynw? 107i WM: The early 
authorities disagreed whether the meaning here is that he 
originally required three myrtle branches and now requires 
only one, or that he originally required complete myrtle 
branches and now permits severed myrtle branches as well 
(Rashi; Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Ritva). 


The halakha of severed with regard to a myrtle branch — 
Dima DWP: The Sages permitted use of a severed myrtle 
branch, since at times it grows that way naturally, e.g., when 
a berry grows on top (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
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HALAKHA 


An etrog that was stolen -a ait: A stolen etrog is 
unfit, as is the case with the other species (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 649:1). 


An etrog that...is completely dry — wa1...xin&: An etrog 
that is completely dry is unfit. It is unfit when no moisture 
remains in the etrog. This can be tested by passing a needle 
and thread through the etrog. If the thread comes out moist, 
the etrog is fit. This should be performed on the side of the 
etrog, not through the middle (Taz). An etrog from a previous 
year is considered completely dry and is unfit (Rema, citing 
Terumat HaDeshen; others). Some say that if one kept that 
etrog in a cool place it may be fit, as long as it passes the 
test (Bikkurei Ya'akov; see Bah, Eliya Rabba, and Taz; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:1). 


An etrog.. .from a tree worshipped as idolatry or from a 
city whose residents were incited to idolatry — 3ang 
ta yy bun TWX by: An etrog from a tree worshipped 
as idolatry or from a city whose residents were incited to 
idolatry is unfit on all the days of Sukkot (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 649:3). 


An etrog...that is green — piv7...aitnx: An etrog that is 
green like the color of grass is unfit, Most authorities hold 
that if it is clear that, left alone, its color will eventually 
change to the standard color, it is fit even while green. How- 
ever, one should ensure that there is at least some yellow 
in it (see Taz, Magen Avraham, and Vilna Gaon). The optimal 
and most beautiful color is yellow like wax, though some 
insist that the etrog have at least some green, in accordance 
with the Zohar (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:21). 


Size of the etrog — 30K Ons: An etrog smaller than an egg 
is unfit, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as 
the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in dis- 
putes with Rabbi Meir. The etrog is measured by volume, so 
a long, thin etrog is fit, though some rule stringently in this 
regard. One should take an etrog larger than an egg-bulk ab 
initio. An egg-bulk is slightly more than 58 g (Rav Hayyim 
Na'e), or approximately 100 g (according to the Hazon Ish). 
There is no maximum limit for the size of an etrog, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as the halakha is 
ruled in accordance with his opinion in disputes with Rabbi 
Yehuda (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:22). 


NOTES 


Two in his one hand - ita maw: The geonim and many 
others had a variant reading: Both of them in his hand (Rav 
Hai Gaon and others). The version in the Gemara is referring 
to two etrogim, which is difficult. Why would one need two? 
The version of the geonim is referring to the etrog and the 
lulav held together in one hand (see Ran). 
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An etrog that was stolen" or is completely 
MISHNA fi 


dry" is unfit. One froma tree worshipped 
as idolatry [asheira] or froma city whose residents were incited 
to idolatry" is unfit. An etrog that is fruit that grew on a tree dur- 
ing the three years after it was planted [orla] is unfit, because it 
is prohibited to eat and derive benefit from it. An etrog of impure 
teruma is unfit. With regard to an etrog of pure teruma,® one may 
not take it ab initio, and if one took it, it is fit, and he fulfilled his 
obligation after the fact. With regard to an etrog of demai,’ which 
is produce acquired from an am ha‘aretz, who does not reliably 
tithe his produce, Beit Shammai deem it unfit, and Beit Hillel 
deem it fit. With regard to an etrog of second tithe’ in Jerusalem, 
one may not take it ab initio; and if he took it, it is fit. 


If boil-like blemishes arose on the majority of the etrog; if its 
pestle-like protuberance on the upper, blossom end was re- 
moved; if the etrog was peeled, split, or pierced and is missing 
any amount, it is unfit. However, if boil-like blemishes arose 
only onits minority; ifits stem, which connects it to the tree, was 
removed; or it was pierced but is not missing any amount, it is 
fit. A Cushite etrog, which is black like a Cushite, is unfit. And 
with regard to an etrog that is leek green," Rabbi Meir deems it 
fit and Rabbi Yehuda deems it unfit. What is the minimum 
measure of a small etrog? Rabbi Meir says: It may be no smaller 
than a walnut-bulk. Rabbi Yehuda says: It may be no smaller 
than an egg-bulk. And in a large etrog, the maximum measure is 
so that one could hold two in his one hand;" this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: It is fit even if it is so 
large that he can hold only one in his two hands." 


BACKGROUND 


Teruma - maA: Whenever the term teruma appears without 
qualification, it refers to the great teruma. The Torah commands: 

“The first fruit of your grain, of your wine, and of your oil” (Deu- 
teronomy 18:4) should be given to the priest (see also Numbers 
18:12). The Sages extended the scope of this mitzva to include 

all produce. This mitzva applies only in Eretz Yisrael. After the 
first fruits have been separated, a certain portion of the produce 
must be separated for priests. The Torah does not specify the 
amount of teruma that must be separated; one may theoreti- 
cally fulfill one’s obligation by separating even a single kernel o 
grain from an entire crop. The Sages instituted a recommended 
measure: One-fortieth for a generous gift, one-fiftieth for an 
average gift, and one-sixtieth for a miserly gift. One may no 
separate the other tithes before separating teruma. Teruma is 
sacred and may be eaten only by a priest and his household 
while they are in a state of ritual purity (see Leviticus 22:9-15). 
If teruma becomes ritually impure, it may no longer be eaten 
and must be burned. Nevertheless, it remains the property o 
the priest and he may benefit from its burning. Today, teruma is 
not given to the priests, because they can provide no definite 
proof of their priestly lineage. Nevertheless, the obligation to 
separate teruma remains. However, only a minuscule portion 
of the produce is separated. 


Doubtfully tithed produce [demai] — »«/27: This is produce 
that was purchased from an am haaretz, who is suspect of not 


having separated the various tithes as required by halakha. The 
literal meaning of the word demai is suspicion, as it refers to pro- 
duce about which there is suspicion that tithes were not taken. 
In the Second Temple period, the Sages decreed that produce 
of that kind should be accorded uncertain status. Although the 
owner claims that he separated the tithes, the buyer must tithe 
it himself. Nevertheless, since the presumptive status of the pro- 
duce is that it was in fact tithed, certain leniencies were permit- 
ted with regard to eating and using doubtfully tithed produce. 


Second tithe — 2 awyn: This tithe is set aside after the teruma 
is given to the priests and the first tithe had been given to the 
Levites. Second tithe was given during the first, second, fourth, 
and fifth years of the Sabbatical cycle. After second tithe was 
separated, it was brought to Jerusalem and eaten there by its 
owner. If the journey to Jerusalem was long, rendering the 
ransport of the produce there difficult, or if the produce be- 
came ritually impure, it could be redeemed for an equivalent 
sum of money. If the owner redeemed his own produce, he was 
obligated to add one-fifth of its value to the price of redemption. 
He then took the money to Jerusalem, where it was spent on 
ood to be eaten within the city walls. Today, second tithe is still 
redeemed, but only for a nominal sum. In the absence of the 


Temple, purification is impossible. Since it may not be eaten in 


impurity, it is no longer brought to Jerusalem. The halakhot of 
second tithe are discussed in tractate Ma‘aser Sheni. 
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G E M ARA The Sages taught that the verse states: 


‘Fruit of a beautiful tree, ”™ meaning, a 
tree that the taste of its tree trunk and the taste of its fruit are 
alike." What tree is that? You must say it is the etrog tree. 


The Gemara asks: And say that it is referring to the pepper tree,” 
since the taste of its trunk and the taste of its fruit are alike, as it 
was taught in a baraita with regard to the verse: “When you enter 
the land and plant any tree for food you shall regard its fruit as 
orla” (Leviticus 19:23). Rabbi Meir would say that by inference 
from that which is stated “and plant any tree,” don’t I know that 
it is referring to a tree that produces food? Rather, for what 
purpose does the verse state: “Any tree for food”? It is to include 
a tree that the taste of its tree trunk and the taste of its fruit are 
alike. And which tree is this? You must say this is the pepper 
tree. This comes to teach you that the peppers, and even its trunk, 
are edible, and therefore the tree is obligated in the prohibition 
of orla. And Eretz Yisrael lacks nothing, as it is stated: “A land 
where you shall eat bread without scarceness, you shall lack 
nothing” (Deuteronomy 8:9). From where, then, is it derived that 
the Torah commands the taking of an etrog as one of the four 
species? Perhaps the verse is referring to peppers. 


The Gemara answers: There, with regard to the four species, it is 
clear that the Torah is not referring to peppers, due to the fact 
that it is not possible to utilize peppers for this purpose. How 
shall we proceed? If we take one pepper, its taking is not notice- 
able due to its small size. If we take two or three peppers, the 
Torah said one fruit and not two or three fruits. Therefore, it is 
impossible. The verse “the fruit of a beautiful tree” cannot be 
referring to peppers. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: Do not read the verse as it is written, 
hadar, meaning beautiful, but rather read it hadir, meaning the 
sheep pen. And it means, just as in this pen there are large and 
small sheep, unblemished and blemished sheep, so too, this tree 
has large and small fruits, flawless and blemished fruits. The 
Gemara wonders: Is that to say that among other fruits there 
are not large and small fruits, flawless and blemished fruits? 
How does this description identify the etrog specifically? Rather, 
this is what Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi is saying: Just as in a pen, there 
are both large and small sheep together, so too, on an etrog tree, 
when the small ones come into being, the large ones still exist 
on the tree, which is not the case with other fruit trees. 


Rabbi Abbahu said: Do not read it hadar, but rather read it 
haddar, meaning one that dwells, referring to an item that dwells 
on its tree from year to year. Ben Azzai says: Do not read it 
hadar, but rather read it idur, as in the Greek language one calls 
water idur.' And which is the fruit that grows on the basis of all 
water sources, and not exclusively through irrigation or rainwater? 
You must say it is an etrog. 


NOTES 


The fruit of a beautiful tree — 117 yy "5: The Ritva wrote that 
the Sages were clearly not discussing whether or not the etrog 


is in fact the fruit of a beautiful tree, as throughout the genera- 


tions, the mitzva was performed with an etrog. The discussion 
here is whether the etrog can be identified based solely on the 
verse itself, or whether it can be identified only through reliance 
on halakhic tradition (see the introduction to the Rambam’s 
Commentary on the Mishna). 


That the taste of its tree trunk and the taste of its fruit 
are alike — mW 75) ixy oyyw: Through this indicator, the 
etrog is distinguished from other citrus fruits, like the lemon 
and the orange, and identified as the fruit of a beauti- 
ful tree. In the etrog, the inner fruit is very small and most of 
the fruit itself is a thick peel. The taste of its fruit is thereby 
more similar to the taste of wood than other species (Kappot 
Temarim). 


BACKGROUND 


Fruit of a beautiful tree — 197 yy 199: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, the following homiletic interpretation is cited: 
Only in the etrog tree are both its tree and its fruit beautiful 
in appearance. However, in some trees, the tree is beauti- 
ful but the fruit is not, as in the case of the carob tree. In 
others, the fruit is beautiful but the tree is not, as in the 
case of the pomegranate. 


Pepper tree — pads: The ordinary pepper mentioned by 
the Sages is the Piper nigrum, black pepper. The pepper 
tree is a climber that reaches a height of 5-7 m. In its 
general form, it is similar to the grapevine in that it spreads 
its leaves on the ground when there is no place for it to 
climb. At the ends of the branches, white blossoms grow 
from which fruits the shape and size of a pea sprout grow. 
These fruits turn red when ripe. 

The pepper is native to the islands of Indonesia, and 
some exist in southern India. Apparently, in the talmudic 
era, this tree was grown in a few select locations in Israel 
as well. 


Branch of the pepper tree 


LANGUAGE 


Water [idur] - 7x: The reference is to the Greek bdwp, 
udor, or hydor, meaning water. 
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NOTES 


Of orla is unfit - bps ay by: The early commentaries 
were troubled: Given that it is prohibited to derive benefit 


from orla produce and it is burned, its status is 
the items from which one may not derive benefi 


he same as 
cited previ- 


ously. Why then does the Gemara provide additional reasons 


that an etrog of orla is unfit? Tosafot explain: Al 


hough the 


issue is moot with regard to orla, it was raised because there 


is a practical difference with regard to second ti 


explains that since orla is mentioned unmodified, 


he. The Rid 
itincludes 


orla outside of Eretz Yisrael as well. It is not prohibited to 


derive benefit from orla outside of Eretz Yisrae 


. Therefore, 


the Gemara provided other reasons why orla produce may 


not be used (see Rid the Younger). 
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The mishna continues: An etrog from a tree worshipped as idol- 
atry or from a city whose residents were incited to idolatry is 
unfit. The Gemara asks: What is the reason? The Gemara an- 
swers: Since the etrog is fated for burning, its requisite measure 
was crushed. Although it has not yet been burned, its legal status 
is that of ashes. 


The mishna continues: An etrog of orla is unfit." The Gemara asks: 
What is the reason? Rabbi Hiyya bar Avin and Rabbi Asi dis- 
agree about this matter. One said: It is unfit because there is no 

permission to eat orla. Anything that may not be eaten is not one’s 

property, and it is therefore unfit for use in this mitzva. And one 

said: It is unfit because it has no monetary value. Since it is 

prohibited to benefit from orla, it has no value, and one cannot 
own an item that has no value. Therefore, it does not fulfill the 

requirement of taking an etrog from one’s own property. 


The Gemara asserts that it may enter one’s mind to say: The one 
who requires permission to eat the etrog to render it fit does not 
require that it have monetary value, and the one who requires 
that it have monetary value does not require permission to eat 
it. On that basis, the Gemara raises a difficulty from what we 
learned in the mishna: An etrog of impure teruma is unfit. 
Granted, according to the one who says that an etrog of orla is 
unfit because there is no permission to eat it, it works out well 
that an etrog of impure teruma is unfit, as it too may not be eaten. 
However, according to the one who says that it is unfit because 
it has no monetary value, why is the etrog of impure teruma unfit? 
Although eating it is prohibited, a priest burns it as fuel under his 
cooked food. Since one may benefit from it, impure teruma has 
monetary value. 


Rather, contrary to the previous assumption, with regard to 
permission to eat it, everyone agrees that we require that it be 
permitted to eat the etrog. When they disagree is with regard to 
monetary value. One Sage holds: We require permission to eat 
it, but we do not require that it have monetary value. And one 
Sage holds: We also require that it have monetary value. The 
Gemara asks: If so, according to this understanding, what is the 
practical halakhic difference between them? 


There is a practical difference between them with regard to the 
halakha of an etrog of second tithe in Jerusalem, and according 
to the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who holds that the legal status of 
second-tithe produce in Jerusalem is that of consecrated property. 
Although its owner has the right to eat it, just as he may eat from 
offerings that he sacrifices, it is the property of God, and he has 
no monetary rights to the produce. According to the one who 
said: An etrog of orla is unfit because there is no permission to 
eat it, there is permission to eat second tithe; therefore, accord- 
ing to Rabbi Meir, a second-tithe etrog in Jerusalem is fit for use 
in fulfilling the mitzva. And according to the one who said: An 
etrog of orla is unfit because it has no monetary value, second 
tithe in Jerusalem is consecrated property of God and has no 
monetary value to its owner. Therefore, according to Rabbi Meir, 
it is not fit for use in fulfilling the mitzva. 


In an attempt to attribute the opinions to the amora’im, the 

Gemara suggests: Conclude that Rabbi Asi is the one who said 

that the reason is because there is no monetary value, as Rabbi 

Asi said: With an etrog of second tithe, according to the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir, a person does not fulfill his obligation with 

it on the Festival. According to the Rabbis, a person fulfills his 

obligation with it on the Festival. That is precisely the manner 
in which the dispute with regard to the need for the etrog to have 

monetary value is presented above. The Gemara determines: In- 
deed, conclude that Rabbi Asi is the one who holds that the etrog 
must have monetary value as well. 
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§ With regard to the matter itself, Rabbi Asi said: With an etrog 
of second tithe, according to the statement of Rabbi Meir, a 
person does not fulfill his obligation with it on the Festival. 
According to the Rabbis, a person fulfills his obligation with it 
on the Festival. With matza of second tithe," according to Rab- 
bi Meir, a person does not fulfill his obligation with it on Pass- 
over because it is not his. According to the Rabbis, a person 
fulfills his obligation with it on Passover. Similarly, according 
to Rabbi Meir, dough of second tithe" is exempt from the obli- 
gation of separating halla.” According to the Rabbis, it is subject 
to the obligation of separating halla. In all of these cases, the 
dispute is whether second tithe is the property of the owner or 
the property of God. 


Rav Pappa strongly objects to this: Granted, with regard to 
dough, it is written: “The first of your dough, halla you shall 
offer as a gift” (Numbers 15:20). “Your dough” indicates that one 
is obligated to separate halla only from dough that belongs to him 
and not consecrated dough. With regard to the etrog" too it is 
written: “And you shall take for yourselves,” indicating that it 
must be from your own property. However, with regard to matza, 
why does he not fulfill his obligation with second tithe? Is it 
written: Your matza? Rabba bar Shmuel said, and some say it 
was Rav Yeimar bar Shelamya who said: This is derived by means 
of a verbal analogy between bread written with regard to matza 
and bread written with regard to halla. It is written here, with 
regard to matza: “Bread of affliction” (Deuteronomy 16:3), and 
it is written there, with regard to halla: 


“And it shall be when you eat of the bread of the land you shall 
offer up a gift unto the Lord” (Numbers 15:19). Just as there, with 
regard to halla, one is obligated only if the dough is from yours 
and not from second tithe, here too, with regard to matza, one 
fulfills his obligation only if itis from yours and not from second 
tithe. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that this baraita supports the 
statement of Rabbi Asi: Dough of the second tithe is exempt 
from halla; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis 
say: It is subject to the obligation of separating halla. The Gemara 
wonders about the tentative nature of the Gemara’s suggestion. 
Let us say it supports his opinion. The baraita is not similar to 
the statement of Rav Asi; it is precisely the statement itself. 


Rather, this is what the Gemara is suggesting: Do we say that 
from the fact that they disagree with regard to this case of halla, 
they disagree with regard to that case of matza as well? Or per- 


haps, dough is different because the verse states: “Your dough... 


your dough” (Numbers 15:20-21) twice. Perhaps this duplication 
indicates that ownership is required in order for dough to be ob- 
ligated in the mitzva of halla; however, with regard to matza, 
where there is no such duplication, perhaps one would be obli- 
gated, even in the case of second tithe in Jerusalem, according to 
Rabbi Meir. Therefore, no proof can be cited from here in support 
of Rav Asi’s statement. 


HALAKHA 


Matza of second tithe - n% wy by mia: One fulfills his 
obligation with matza of second tithe in Jerusalem, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Hametz UMatza 6:8). 


Dough of second tithe — nw wya bw mp: Dough of the 
second tithe in Jerusalem is obligated i in halla, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot 
Bikkurim 6:4). 


BACKGROUND 


Halla - abn: The Torah commands the giving of a portion of 
dough to the priests (Numbers 15:20). This portion is called 
halla and is governed by all the halakhot pertaining to teruma, 
the priests’ portion of the crop. The Torah does not specify a 
measure for halla. The Sages required a private individual to 
separate one twenty-fourth of his dough, and a commercial 

baker one forty-eighth. Halla must be taken from dough 
made from any of the five species of grain, provided that the 
quantity of flour is at least one-tenth of an ephah in volume. If 
halla is not taken, the dough is considered untithed produce 
and may not be eaten. Today, since all Jews are ritually impure, 
halla, like ritually impure teruma, must be burned. Accord- 
ingly, the measures mentioned above no longer apply; only 
a small portion is separated from the dough and burned, and 
the rest of the dough may be used. A blessing is recited for 
the separation of halla. Halla is considered one of the mitzvot 
practiced particularly by women. The halakhot governing 
this mitzva are discussed comprehensively in tractate Halla. 


NOTES 


Halla and etrog — 3718) abn: Some ask: Once halla and etrog 
are equated, once with regard to halla the fact that dough 
belonging to partners is obligated in halla is derived from 
the plural language [arisoteikhem], why not derive that one 
fulfills his obligation on the first day of the Festival with an 
etrog belonging to two partners, as there too it is written in 
the plural [/akhem]? They answer that there is a difference 
between the plural /akhem written with regard to an etrog, 
which refers to all of the people of Israel who are obligated 
in the mitzva, and the plural arisoteikhem written with regard 
to halla. With regard to halla, the noun, doughs, and the pro- 
noun, your, are both plural. The verse could have stated: Your 
dough. The Gemara derives from the double plural form that 
dough belonging to partners is also obligated in halla (Ritva). 
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HALAKHA =—W¥———__——__ 
Etrog of pure teruma - miny mana by aint: An etrog of 
pure teruma may not be taken to fulfill the mitzva ab initio, 
lest one render it susceptible to impurity. However, if one used 
it to fulfill the mitzva, he fulfilled his obligation after the fact 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 8:2). 


Etrog of demai — 1% by aims: An etrog of demai is fit for 
use in performing the mitzva because, theoretically, one could 
declare his possessions ownerless or consecrate them, render- 
ing himself a pauper, for whom it is permitted to eat demai 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 8:2). 


One may feed the impoverished demai — o»ayit nx poown 
NT: It is permitted to feed demai to the impoverished and 
to soldiers traveling from place to place. However, one must 
inform them that it is demai, in order to enable them to sepa- 
rate the tithes if they choose to adopt a stringency (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 10:11). 


NOTES 


Because one renders it susceptible - AYwoaw 192: The 
question was raised: Doesn't everyone agree that it is pro- 
hibited to impurify teruma? How could anyone disagree? The 
answer is that here the Gemara is not referring to impurifying 
teruma; it is merely discussing rendering it susceptible to im- 
purity. In that case, there is room for dispute. On the one hand, 
one could assert that it is prohibited even to render teruma 
susceptible to impurity, as that leads to impurity. On the other 
hand, one could assert that since one is not actually impurify- 
ing the teruma, it is not prohibited at all (Kappot Temarim). 
Nevertheless, apparently, once teruma is rendered susceptible 
to impurity, it is immediately impurified. Since the Sages is- 
sued a decree of second-degree ritual impurity on one’s hands, 
when one touches the teruma, he disqualifies it (Arukh LaNer). 


Etrog of demai- seat bw xin: Some explain that the reason 
an etrog of demai is unfit is simply because it may not be eaten 
until it is tithed. Others explain that since one is required to 
tithe and separate teruma of the tithe that belong to Levites 
and priests respectively, the etrog is jointly owned and there- 
fore unfit. Alternatively, because demai contains teruma of the 
tithe, its legal status is like that of an etrog of teruma that may 
not be used because use renders it susceptible to impurity (Rit- 
va). Some explain that taking an etrog of demai is a mitzva that 
is fulfilled by means of a transgression (Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


Soldiers — X4903X: There are three explanations for this term. 
Some say the Gemara is referring to guests staying in a place 
where they have no food of their own. The Sages did not 
impose the decree prohibiting the consumption of demai 
upon them (see Josafot). Others explain that the Gemara is 
referring to soldiers of a Jewish king, who are garrisoned in 
private houses at the order of the king (Rashi and others). In 
the Jerusalem Talmud, there is an opinion that it is referring to 
gentile guests or soldiers, and the novel element here is not 
that they may eat the food, as the prohibition does not apply 
to gentiles. Rather, the novel element is that one may use 
demai to pay debts to the government, and it is not considered 
stealing Levites’ property. 


LANGUAGE 
Soldiers [akhsanya] — %2D3%: According to most commentar- 
ies, this word should be "pronounced afsanya, from the Greek 
dwviov, opsonion, meaning food supply to the army and 
wage for the soldiers, among other definitions. 
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§ The mishna continues: An etrog of impure teruma is unfit. 
The reason is, as explained above, that there is no permission 
to eat it. 


The mishna stated: And with regard to an etrog of pure teruma," 
one should not take it ab initio. However, if he did, it is fit 
for use in fulfilling the mitzva. Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi dis- 
agreed about this. Why may one not take it ab initio? One 
of them said: It is because one renders it susceptible" to 
impurity. All vegetation cannot become ritually impure, even 
if it came into contact with a source of impurity, unless it was 
moistened by one of seven liquids (see Leviticus 11:37-38). 
However, once one touches the etrog with wet hands, which are 
wet because he removed the other three species from the water 
in which they were kept to preserve their freshness, he renders 
the etrog susceptible to impurity. The Sages prohibited taking 
an etrog of teruma, lest it become impure, as it is prohibited to 
impurify teruma. And one said: It is because he damages it. By 
handling the etrog, the peel is rendered disgusting, and it is 
prohibited to damage teruma. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between 
them? The Gemara answers: The difference would be in a case 
where one accorded the entire etrog the status of teruma, 
to the exclusion of the peel, whose status remains non-sacred. 
According to the one who said: Because one renders it 
susceptible to impurity, there is a prohibition, as failure to 
sanctify the peel as teruma does not prevent the fruit from 
becoming susceptible to impurity. However, according to 
the one who said: Because he damages the teruma, there is 
no prohibition, as the peel that might be damaged was never 
teruma. 


The mishna continues: And if he took an etrog of teruma, it is 
fit, and he fulfilled his obligation after the fact. The Gemara 
explains: According to the one who said that one does not 
fulfill his obligation because there is no permission to eat the 
etrog, there is permission to eat it. According to the one who 
said that one does not fulfill his obligation because it has no 
monetary value, it has monetary value. 


§ The mishna cites a dispute between Beit Hillel and Beit 
Shammai with regard to an etrog of demai." The Gemara asks: 
What is the rationale for the opinion of Beit Hillel, who deem 
it fit? It is prohibited to eat demai, due to the concern that it is 
actually untithed produce. The Gemara answers: Because, if 
one wants, he could declare all of his property ownerless, 
and he would be a pauper, in which case the demai would 
be fit for his consumption. Now too, even though he did not 
declare it ownerless, it is considered to meet the criterion of 


“and you shall take for yourselves.” As we learned in a mishna: 


One may feed the impoverished demai," and one may feed 
soldiers [akhsanya]": whose support is imposed upon the 
residents of the city, demai. 


The Gemara asks: And why, then, do Beit Shammai deem it 
unfit? The Gemara answers: A pauper may not eat demai, as 
we learned in a mishna: One may not feed the impoverished 
demai and one may not feed soldiers demai. And Rav Huna 
said: It was taught in a baraita that Beit Shammai say: One 
may not feed the impoverished demai and one may not feed 
soldiers whose support is imposed upon the residents of the 
city, demai. And Beit Hillel say: One may feed the impover- 
ished demai and one may feed soldiers whose support is im- 
posed upon the residents of the city, demai. On that basis, the 
dispute between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel with regard to 
an etrog of demai is clear. 
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§ The mishna continues: With regard to an etrog of second 
tithe" in Jerusalem, one may not take it, ab initio. The Gemara 
explains: According to the one who says that an etrog of pure 
teruma is unfit because one renders it susceptible to ritual im- 
purity, here too, he renders it susceptible. According to the 
one who says it is unfit because one damages the peel, here too, 
he damages the peel. 


The mishna continues: And if one took an etrog of second tithe 
in Jerusalem, it is fit. The Gemara explains: According to the 
one who said that one does not fulfill his obligation with an etrog 
of orla because there is no permission to eat the etrog, everyone, 
i.e, Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis, agrees that one fulfills his obliga- 
tion, because in Jerusalem one may eat second tithe. However, 
according to the one who said that one does not fulfill his obli- 
gation with an etrog of orla because it has no monetary value, in 
accordance with whose opinion is this statement? It is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who do not consider 
second tithe the property of God; it is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Meir. 


§ The mishna continues: If boil-like blemishes" arose on the 
majority of the etrog," it is unfit. Rav Hisda said: This statement 
was stated by our great rabbi, Rav, and may the Omnipresent 
come to his assistance. The Sages taught this halakha only ina 
case where the blemishes are concentrated in one place; how- 
ever, if they are distributed in two or three places throughout 
the etrog, it is fit. Rava said to Rav Hisda: If the blemishes are 
distributed in two or three places, it is as if the etrog were speck- 
led with different colors in different places; it lacks beauty and 
is certainly unfit. 


Rather, emend the text: If this statement was stated, it was 
stated concerning the latter clause of the mishna: If boil-like 
blemishes arose only on its minority, it is fit. Rav Hisda said: 
This statement was stated by our great rabbi, Rav, and may the 
Omnipresent come to his assistance. The Sages taught this 
halakha only if the blemishes are concentrated in one place. 
However, if they are distributed in two or three places through- 
out the etrog, even if their total remains a minority, it is as if the 
etrog were speckled, and it is unfit. Rava said: If there is a blem- 
ish on its upper, blossom end, which is clearly visible and com- 
prises the essence of the beauty of the etrog, even if the blemish 
is of any size, the etrog is unfit. 


§ The mishna continues: If its pitam’ was removed," it is unfit. 
Rabbi Yitzhak ben Elazar taught a baraita: This means if its 
pestle-like protuberance" at its upper end was removed." 


The mishna continues: An etrog that was peeled is unfit. Rava 
said: This etrog that was peeled like a red date so that only its 
thin, outer peel is removed but the rest remains intact, is fit. The 
Gemara objects: But didn’t we learn explicitly in the mishna: If 
the etrog was peeled it is unfit? The Gemara answers: This is not 
difficult; 


HALAKHA 


Etrog of the second tithe — nY wyn by aint: An etrog of 
second tithe may not be taken to fulfill the mitzva ab initio, 
lest one render it susceptible to impurity or lest one damage 
it and render it inedible. If one takes it in Jerusalem, he fulfills 
the mitzva of the four species (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Lulav 8:2). Outside of Jerusalem, the early authorities disagreed. 
According to Rashi, one did not fulfill his obligation, while the 
Ran says that he fulfills his obligation after the fact. According 
to the Ritva, it is permitted ab initio. 


If boil-like blemishes arose on the majority of the etrog - 
mun mindy: If boil-like blemishes that protrude from the etrog 
arose on most of the etrog or in two or three places on it, the 
etrog is unfit, in accordance with the mishna and the opinions 
of Rav Hisda and Rava. Blemishes on an etrog that do not pro- 
trude from the surface do not render it unfit (Rema; see Jerumat 


HaDeshen). If the blemish can be removed without leaving 
the body of the etrog incomplete and without changing its 
appearance, the etrog is fit (Rosh). With regard to blemishes in 
several places on the etrog, some say that if it is speckled on 
only one side and the speckled area constitutes a minority of 
its surface, the etrog is fit (Tur, citing Ra'avad and Rosh). Others 
deem it unfit even in that case (see Tur). In a case where there 
are growths on one half but not the other half of an etrog, some 
deem it unfit and others deem it fit (Tur). If the growths are on 
the upper, blossom end, which is the point where the etrog 
narrows until it culminates in the pitam, it is unfit even with 
the smallest growth, in accordance with the opinion of Rava 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:9-15). 


If its pitam was removed — inns Ty: If the top stem of the 
etrog, from which a small, woody knob occasionally grows, is 


NOTES 


Boil-like blemishes — mm: The authorities disagreed as to 
the reason that this renders the etrog unfit. Some hold that an 
etrog with boil-like blemishes is unfit because it lacks beauty 
(Tosafot, Me'iri; Rosh; and others). Others hold that it is unfit 
because it is incomplete, as the growth diminishes the etrog 
itself (see Rosh and others). 


Its pitam and its pestle-like protuberance — n333) KVA: 
Many commentaries and authorities debated this matter. 
Some say that the pitam is the rounded protrusion at the 
upper end of the etrog, while the pestle-like protuberance is 
the stem with which it was connected to the tree, which is 
located within the body of the fruit (geonim; Rav Hai Gaon; 
see Rashi, Rif, and Rambam). Others say that the pitam is the 
pestle-like protuberance, and both terms refer to part of the 
stem. The pitam is the thick portion around the point that 
the stem enters the fruit, while the pestle-like protuberance 
is the part of the stem within the fruit (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; 
Rabbeinu Gershom; Meor HaGola; and others). Yet others say 
that the pitam is the part of the knob at the top of the etrog 
within the fruit (see Tur and others). A summary of the various 
opinions is provided in the Meiri. 


BACKGROUND 

The etrog and its parts — wpm as: 

A. Woody growth [shoshanta] existing in certain, but not most, 
species of etrog 

B. Pitma, pitam, according to most commentaries 

C. Upper, blossom end [hotem] 

D. Pestle-like protuberance [bukhna], according to some 
opinions 

E. Stem [oketz] that was connected to the tree 


Hatem 


Bukhnaa 


Parts of the etrog 


removed, it is unfit. Some are stringent even if the knob alone 
is removed (Ran) and optimally, one should adopt that strin- 
gency when possible. Nevertheless, the etrog is not thereby 
rendered unfit (Maggid Mishne). If the knob was not removed 
but it never grew in the first place, as is the case with most 
etrogim, it is fit even ab initio (Rosh). This entire discussion 
is in accordance with the opinion that the pitam is located 
at the top of the etrog (Rif; Rambam; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 648:7). 


If its pestle-like protuberance is removed - inna Ty: Ifthe 
stem at the bottom of the etrog, where it connected tothe tree, 
was completely removed, leaving a hole in its place, it is unfit 
(Rif; Rambam). However, if any part of the stem remains filling 
the hole, it is fit (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:8, and in the 
comment of the Rema, citing Tur). 
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Perek III 
Daf 36 Amuda 


NOTES 


This is in a case where all of it was peeled, that is in a case 
where only part of it was peeled — Anypaa x7 ayaa Ni: 

The commentaries and halakhic authorities ‘disagreed ‘with 
regard to the explanation of this matter. Some say that if the 
etrog is completely peeled it is fit, while if it is partly peeled it is 
unfit, as itis like a speckled etrog (Rashi; Ritva). Most authorities 
explain it to the contrary: If it is partly peeled it is fit, while if it 
is completely peeled it is unfit (geonim; Rabbeinu Hananel; Rif; 
Rambam). With regard to the analogy between the halakhot of 
the etrog and the halakhot of tereifa, this particular flaw in the 
etrog was likened to the halakha of geluda, where the skin of 
the animal is torn or the animal was skinned due to a wound or 
disease. Based on the ruling with regard to the skin of a tereifa, 
if a piece of the peel the size of a sela coin remains, the etrog 
is fit (based on Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Pierced with a hole that completely goes through - 171272 
vaan: The commentaries and authorities disagreed aboutthis 
issue, as there was no consensus with regard to which clause 
in the mishna Ulla bar Hanina was referring. According to the 
opinion that he was referring to the clause: Or pierced and 
is missing any amount, it is unfit, Ulla bar Hanina restricted 
the case where the etrog is unfit to one where the hole goes 
through the etrog (geonim; Ra'avad; Rid; Ritva). However, if 
he was referring to: Or it was pierced but is not missing any 
amount, it is fit, then Ulla bar Hanina was adding a stringency: 
The etrog is fit only if the hole does not go through the etrog 
(Rashi; Sefer Hashlama; Rid). 


LANGUAGE 


Issar — DPN: From the Greek åooápıov, assarion, referring to 
the Roman issar coin. 


BACKGROUND 


Issar coin — OS 


Roman issar from the time of Tiberius Caesar 
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this mishna, where it states that if the etrog was peeled" it is 
unfit, is in a case where all of it was peeled. That statement 
of Rava that if it was peeled it is fit is in a case where only part 
of it was peeled." 


The mishna continues discussing the halakha of an etrog that was 
split" or pierced." Ulla bar Hanina taught: An etrog that was 
pierced with a hole that completely goes through" its body 
is unfit with any size hole. If the hole does not completely 
go through the etrog, it is unfit only with a hole the size of an 
issar” coin. 


Rava raised a dilemma: If signs of a tereifa developed in the 
etrog, what is its halakhic status? The Gemara clarifies: What is 
the dilemma that he is raising? There are similarities between 
the halakhot of the etrog in the mishna and some of the halakhot 
of a tereifa, a bird or animal with a condition that will lead to its 
death within a year. If it is the case where the etrog was peeled, 
we already learned that case. If it is the case where the etrog was 
split, we learned that case as well. And ifit is the case where the 
etrog was pierced, we learned that too. After ruling out those 
defects, the question remains: With regard to what is Rava’s 


dilemma? 


An etrog that was peeled — -bpw aian: An etrog whose thin 
outer peel is completely removed is unfit, even if the body 
of the fruit itself remains intact. If any of the peel remains, it 
is fit, in accordance with the opinion of Rava (Rif; Rambam). 
Some say that it is fit only if the remaining part of the peel is at 
least the size of a sela coin (Rabbeinu Hananel; see Beit Yosef: 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:6). 


A split etrog — pp3w atm: An etrog that is split lengthwise, 
from its pestle- like protuberance to its stem, is unfit even if 
none of the fruit itself is missing. However, if some of the etrog 
remains intact at the top and at the bottom, it is fit even if it is 
split on both of its sides (Rashi; Rosh; others). 

Some say that if the crack is in the upper, blossom end 
of the etrog, the etrog is unfit regardless of the length of the 
crack (Ritva; Ran; others). Others rule stringently when the 
majority of the etrog is split, even if the above criteria are met 
(Rema, based on the second opinion of Ritva and Ran). If the 
etrog is split widthwise, it is unfit only if the split completely 
encompasses the etrog; however, if even the smallest space 
remains intact, it is fit (Magen Avraham and Shulhan Arukh 
HaRav, based on the opinion of Ritva and Ran). 

In terms of the depth of the split, the etrog is unfit if most 
of the thick rind is cut through. The Rema and others, based 


HALAKHA 


on those who interpret the opinion of the Ran stringently, 
hold that in terms of the depth of the split, the etrog is unfit 
if most of the thick rind is cut through (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 648:5). 


A pierced etrog — 3p°3w 30N: If an etrog is pierced with a 
hole that completely goes through it, it is unfit regardless of 
the diameter of the hole. If the hole does not completely go 
through the etrog, the etrog is unfit only if the hole is the size of 
an issar coin. lf any part of the etrog is missing it is unfit, regard- 
less of how minute the hole, in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rambam, Josafot, and the Rosh, who hold that Ulla bar 
Hanina’s statement relates to the first clause of the mishna: 
Or pierced and is missing any amount, it is unfit. However, in 
exigent circumstances, if the etrog is missing less than an issar, 
and the hole does not completely go through the etrog, one 
may rule leniently (Rema) and even recite the blessing over it 
(Shulhan Arukh HaRav). 

Even the matter of the hole going completely through the 
etrog is subject to dispute. Some say that it means the hole 
passes through to the opposite side (Ba‘al Halakhot Gedolot; 
Rif; Rosh), while others say it means that the hole penetrates 
the section of the fruit where the seeds are located (Rosh; Ri; 
Ran; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:2-3). 
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The Gemara answers: When he raises the dilemma, it is with 
regard to a case like that which Ulla said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: A lung whose contents can be poured like a pitcher," i.e., 
whose tissue dissolved to the point of liquefaction, is not a sign of 
tereifa, and the animal is kosher. And Rava said: And that is the 
halakha only where the bronchia are intact. However, if the 
bronchia are not intact, it is a sign of tereifa. The dilemma here 
is with regard to a comparable situation in an etrog, i.e., an etrog 
that liquefied from within:" What is its halakhic status? Perhaps 
it is there, in the case of the lung, where the air does not affect 
it since it is completely enclosed in the body, that the lungs can 
recover, and that is why it is not a tereifa. However, here, in the 
case of the etrog, where the air affects it, it inevitably decays and 
spoils and therefore it is a tereifa. Or, perhaps the case of the etrog 
is no different. 


The Gemara answers: Come and hear a resolution to this dilemma 
based on that which was taught in a baraita. An etrog that is tafuah, 
saruah," pickled," boiled," a black Cushite" etrog, a white etrog, 
or a speckled" etrog is unfit. An etrog shaped like a ball" is unfit, 
and some say even a twin, conjoined, etrog™™ is unfit. With regard 
to an etrog that is unripe, Rabbi Akiva deems it unfit, and the 
Rabbis deem it fit. If he grew the etrog in a mold and shaped it 
to appear like a different entity, and it is no longer shaped like an 
etrog, it is unfit. 


A lung whose contents can be poured like a pitcher — 7%’ 
timpa masw: If an animal's lung tissue dissolves to the point 
of liquefaction, but the exterior membrane remains intact and 
none of the bronchia dissolved, the animal is not a tereifa, in 
accordance with the Gemara in tractate Hullin (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 36:7). 


An etrog that liquefied from within - 03a Mia ain: 
An etrog whose inner pulp liquefies but whose outer peel and 
seed pockets remain intact is fit according to some authorities 
(Rif). Others deem it unfit (Tur), as its status was never explicitly 
determined in the Gemara. Since different halakhic authorities 
rule differently on this issue, it is appropriate in practice to rule 
stringently when possible (Mishna Berura, citing Shulhan Arukh 
HaRav; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:4). 


An etrog that is tafuah or saruah — nnp man 3ng: An etrog 
on which water spilled and which began to swell as the start 
of the decaying process, or an etrog that is decayed at all, al- 
though its peel remains intact, is unfit (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 648:15). 


A pickled etrog — 123 311: An etrog that is pickled in vinegar 
orin any other pungent substance is unfit. Some rule that even 
an etrog pickled in honey is unfit (Taz). Others rule that it is unfit 
even if it is pickled in water, provided that it remained there 
for twenty-four hours (Magen Avraham). Yet others rule that it 
is unfit if the appearance of the etrog changes at all as a result 
of pickling, regardless of the substance in which it was pickled 
(Bikkurei Ya'akov; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:15). 


A boiled etrog — pow ain: An etrog that is boiled is unfit. 


The term in the Gemara is referring to boiling for an extended 
period; however, it is fit if cooked only briefly (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 64815). 


A Cushite etrog — 1837 3%: In locales where etrogim are 
dark, they are fit. However, etrogim that are extremely dark are 
unfit everywhere, in accordance with the opinion of the Rif and 
the Rambam with regard to a Cushite etrog and one that is like 
a Cushite etrog (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:17). 


A white or speckled etrog - w933) Ey aian: With regard to 
an etrog that is white, black, or speckled with colors atypical 
for an etrog, the following distinction applies: If the discolor- 
ation is concentrated in one place, the etrog is unfit only if the 
discoloration covers most of the etrog. If it is speckled in two 
or three places, it is unfit even if the discoloration covers only 
a minority of the etrog. On the upper, blossom end of the etrog, 
even the slightest discoloration renders it unfit (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 648:16). 


An etrog shaped like a ball — 31133 37%: An etrog that is 
round like a ball is unfit (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:18). 


A twin, conjoined etrog — Dir 3%: Two etrogim that were 
conjoined from their inception, or one etrog that split while 
growing so that it appears like two conjoined etrogim, is fit 
according to most authorities (Rambam; Rashba; Tur). Some 
deem it unfit (Rif; Sefer Mitzvot Gadol). Later authorities ruled 
that one should rule stringently if possible and refrain from us- 
ing a conjoined etrog (Eliya Rabba; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
648:20). 


And some say even a twin, conjoined, etrog — 9% DİN w) 
DYN: Some question the precise case here (Kappot Temarim). 
Is it with regard to one who wishes to use the conjoined etrog 
as is for the performance of the mitzva? In that case, the 
question would be whether it is considered a single etrog fit 
for use or whether it is considered two etrogim and therefore 
unfit. Alternatively, is might be referring to a case where one 
separated the two etrogim, and the question then is whether 
each is deemed to be incomplete at the point where the two 
were connected (see Arukh LaNer). 


A twin etrog — oP mT AN: 


Twin etrog 
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In any event, it teaches that an etrog that is tafuah or saruah is unfit. 
What, is it not that tafuah means that it decayed on the outside and 
saruah means that it decayed on the inside? The Gemara rejects this 
explanation: No, both this and that are referring to decay on the 
outside. And this apparent redundancy is not difficult, as this case, 
tafuah, is where it swelled even though it did not decay, and that 
case, saruah, is where it decayed even though it did not swell. 


The Master said in the baraita cited above: A Cushite etrog is unfit. 
The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a different baraita: A Cushite 
etrog is fit, but an etrog that is similar to a Cushite etrog" is unfit. 
Abaye said: When we learned this halakha in the mishna that it is 
unfit, too, we learned it not in reference to an actual Cushite etrog, but 
rather in reference to one that is similar to a Cushite etrog. Rava said: 
Actually, the mishna is referring to a Cushite etrog, and nevertheless, 
it is not difficult; this, the halakha that it is unfit, is for us in Baby- 
lonia because our etrogim are typically light, and the dark Cushite 
etrogim are conspicuously different. And that, the halakha that it is fit, 
is for them" in Eretz Yisrael, whose etrogim are typically dark. In Eretz 
Yisrael the dark Cushite etrog is not conspicuously different, and it is 
therefore fit. 


It was also taught in the baraita: With regard to an unripe etrog," 
Rabbi Akiva deems it unfit, and the Rabbis deem it fit. Rabba said: 
Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Shimon said one and the same statement. 
The Gemara elaborates: The statement of Rabbi Akiva is that which 
we said; an unripe etrog is unfit. Rabbi Shimon, what is his statement? 
It is as it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon exempts etrogim from 
the requirement to be tithed while in their small state. Apparently, 
Rabbi Shimon, too, holds that an unripe etrog is not a fruit. 


Abaye said to Rabba: Perhaps that is not the case and they do not 
share the same opinion. Rabbi Akiva stated his opinion only here, 
with regard to an unripe etrog, as we require beauty [hadar] in an 
etrog and there is none in the case of an unripe etrog due to its color 
or small size; however, there, with regard to tithes, perhaps he holds 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis that one is obligated 
to tithe even a half-ripe etrog. 


Alternatively, Rabbi Shimon stated his opinion only there with 
regard to the exemption ofan unripe etrog from tithes, as it is written: 

“You shall surely tithe all the produce of your planting, which is 
brought forth in the field year by year” (Deuteronomy 14:22). From 
that verse it is derived that the obligation to tithe applies only to 
produce that has developed to the point where it is typical for people 
to take it out to the field for sowing; one is not obligated to tithe 
unripe fruit that is not suitable for planting. However, perhaps here 
he holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree 
with Rabbi Akiva and would deem an unripe etrog fit. 


NOTES 


A Cushite etrog and one similar to an Cushite etrog — 711) "w1B__ the etrog is fit for us in Babylonia and unfit for them in Eretz Yisrael 
wash: The difference between the two has been explained in dif- or vice versa. Indeed, Rabbi Shimshon of Saens explains that the 
ferent ways. Some explain that a Cushite etrog is one that grows expression has a different meaning here. The phrase: This is for 
in Cush or in any other country where the natural hue of the etrog us, is referring to those who do not live in Cush, for whom the 
is a darker rather than a lighter shade. Since that is the natural etrog is therefore unfit. The phrase: This is for them, is referring to 
color of the fruit in those countries, it is fit for use. However, one those who live in Cush, for whom the etrog is fit. 


similar to a Cushite etrog is a dark etrog that grew in a country 
where the typical shade of the etrog is much lighter (Rashi; Rabbi 
Aharon HaLevi). Others explain that a Cushite etrog is a dark etrog. 


An unripe etrog — pia ain: Some say that this etrog is the 
size of the unripe grape, which the Sages estimated to be ap- 


It is so called because just as a Cushite has a dark color, this etrog 
is darker than other etrogim. An etrog that is similar to a Cushite 
is one that is physically similar to a Cushite; not only is it darker 
than other etrogim, but it is virtually black. In that case, the great 
difference between this etrog and typical etrogim renders it unfit 
(Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh). 


This is for us and that is for them — any Kn b xi: The exact 
meaning of this expression in this context is not clear. Already in 
the geonic period, the question was raised whether it means that 


proximately the size of a white bean. Accordingly, there are three 
opinions with regard to the size of the etrog: An egg-bulk (Rabbi 
Yehuda), an olive-bulk (Rabbi Meir), or the size of a white bean 
(Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; Sefer Hashlama). Others 
say that an unripe etrog is most certainly larger than a white bean, 
and they explain the discussion in the Gemara as related to the 
degree of ripeness of the fruit rather than to its size. As long as 
it has not ripened, Rabbi Akiva certainly deems it unfit, and his 
students, Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda, ruled in accordance with 
his opinion (Rid; Meiri). 
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The Gemara notes: And there is nothing more" to discuss here. 
Clearly, the opinions of Rabbi Akiva and Rabbi Shimon do not 
necessarily coincide. 


The baraita continues: If he grew the etrog in a mold" and shaped 
it to appear like a different species," it is unfit. Rava said: The 
Sages taught that it is unfit only if he shaped it to appear like a 
different species; however, if he shaped the etrog so it still ap- 
pears like its own species, it is fit. The Gemara asks: That is 
obvious; the phrase: Like a different species, is explicitly taught 
in the baraita. If it shaped like its own species, it is fit. The Gemara 
answers: No, Rava’s statement is necessary to deem fit an etrog 
that is shaped into the shape of many planks," i.e., pieces of 
wood attached to each other. Although its shape is not precisely 
that ofa regular etrog, it sufficiently resembles a regular etrog and 
is fit. 


§ It was stated that the amora’im disagree with regard to an etrog 
that mice pierced." Rav said: That is not beautiful." Is that so? 
But wouldn't Rabbi Hanina dip" his etrog, eat part of it, and 
fulfill his obligation with what remained of it? The Gemara asks: 
And for Rabbi Hanina, the mishna is difficult, as it states that 
an incomplete etrog is unfit. 


The Gemara explains: Granted, for Rabbi Hanina, the mishna 
is not difficult, as it can be explained that here, when the mishna 
prohibits one from using an incomplete etrog, it is referring to 
performing the mitzva on the first day of the festival of Sukkot, 
when a complete taking of the species is required; and there, 
when Rabbi Hanina’s conduct leads to the conclusion that an 
incomplete etrog is fit, it is referring to performing the mitzva on 
the second day of the Festival or thereafter. However, according 
to Rav, who said an etrog that was pierced by mice is unfit, Rabbi 
Hanina’s conduct is difficult, as the requirement of beauty applies 
on all seven days. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as 
Rav could have said to you: Mice are different, as they are re- 
pulsive. When mice pierce an etrog, what remains is antithetical 
to beauty. When a person bites an etrog, what remains can still be 
considered beautiful. 


NOTES 


And there is nothing more — »77 xb ami: This expression, 
which appears in the Gemara in several places, apparently 
means that the rationales cited on this matter are sufficient 
and there is no point in discussing the matter further, as the 
conclusion is clear. 


Like a different species — MIM 793 p3: Some authorities 
explain that the prohibition applies only where the mold 
causes the etrog to resemble a different species. However, 
the etrog is fit if it does not resemble any particular item, 
even if it does not resemble a typical etrog. 


Many planks — %5t 5: According to Rashi, he shaped the 
etrog with ridges that protrude on all sides, like those which 
appear in many etrogim naturally. According to the Ri and 
the Arukh, he shaped the etrog with angles, so that it is no 
longer spherical but polyhedral. 


That is not beautiful — 137 mt pre: Numerous commentaries 
and authorities attempted to determine the relationship 
between the statement of Rabbi Hanina and the statement 
of Rav. Many explained that the Gemara begins discussing 
the matter of an incomplete etrog, which is unfit for use only 
on the first day of the Festival but may be used during the 
rest of the Festival. However, the Gemara goes on to discuss 
whether or not that etrog is considered beautiful; if not, it 
is unfit for the entire Festival, as that is a flaw in the very 
essence of the etrog (see Hiddushei Rabbi Yisrael MiKozhnitz). 


But wouldn't Rabbi Hanina dip — Yav xa aT xm: The 
early commentaries asked: How could Rabbi Hanina eat from 
the etrog with which he would fulfill the mitzva? Since it is 
designated for use in the performance of the mitzva, isn’t it 
set aside from use for any other purpose? Many answered 
that Rabbi Hanina had several etrogim, and each day he 
would use a different one. Each one was designated for the 
mitzva on a particular day, and this allowed it to be used for 
other purposes, including eating, on the other days. Then, if 
he so desired, he could use the partially-eaten etrog for the 
mitzva (Rabbi Aharon HaLevi; Sefer Hashlama; others). 


The Meiri wondered about this practice of Rabbi Hanina, 
which was apparently not a single incident: Even if it is per- 
mitted, why would he do so? Is it appropriate for one so 
prominent and pious to fulfill his obligation with a flawed 
etrog? The Meiri answers that Rabbi Hanina would in fact 
recite the blessing and perform the mitzva using a whole, 
beautiful etrog. However, when he observed the custom of 
the early generations of pious men and carried the four spe- 
cies with him throughout the Festival, he would occasionally 
eat from the etrog that he was carrying. In any event, it may 
be learned from his practice that one may recite a blessing 
over an incomplete etrog, even though Rabbi Hanina himself 
did not actually do so. 


HALAKHA 
If he grew the etrog ina mold - pista nw aims: If one grows 
an etrog inside a mold and alters its shape tothe point where it no 
longer resembles an etrog, it is unfit. However, if it retains the basic 
shape of an etrog despite slight modifications due to the mold, e.g., 
protrusions on either side of the fruit, it is fit, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rava (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648119). 


An etrog that is incomplete - omw aint: An etrog that is incom- 
plete is unfit for use on the first day of Sukkot but may be used 
during the rest of the Festival. An etrog pierced by mice is unfit 
throughout the Festival until one removes the section that the 
mice gnawed, because it is repulsive (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
649:5, and in the comment of the Rema). 


BACKGROUND 
Many planks — +51 5: The image depicts an etrog that is in the 
shape of many planks attached to each other. It is still fit for use 
since it sufficiently resembles a regular etrog. 


Etrog in the shape of many planks 
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§ Some say this exchange differently. Rav said with regard to 
an etrog that mice pierced: That is beautiful, as Rabbi Hanina 
would dip his etrog, eat part ofit, and fulfill his obligation with 
what remained of it, indicating that an incomplete etrog is fit. 
The Gemara asks: And for Rabbi Hanina, the mishna is dif- 
ficult, as it states that an incomplete etrog is unfit. The Gemara 
answers: The mishna is not difficult; here, it is referring to 
performing the mitzva on the first day of the festival of Sukkot; 
there, it is referring to performing the mitzva on the second 
day of the Festival or thereafter. 


A dispute between Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda is cited in a 
mishna with regard to the minimum measure of a small etrog. 
Rafram bar Pappa said: Like the dispute here, so is the dis- 
pute with regard to the matter of rounded stones," as it was 
taught in a baraita: On Shabbat three rounded stones" may 
be taken into the bathroom in order to clean oneself with 
them. Although generally one may not move stones on Shabbat 
because they are set aside from use, the Sages permitted doing 
so in the interest of human dignity. However, they disagreed, 
with regard to the size of these stones. And what is their mea- 
sure? Rabbi Meir says: A walnut-bulk; Rabbi Yehuda says: 
An egg-bulk. Clearly the rationales for these disputes are dif- 
ferent; however, since the respective measures are identical, the 
analogy can serve as a mnemonic. 


The mishna continues: And in a large etrog," the maximum 
measure is so that one could hold two in his one hand; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Yosei says: It is fit even 
if it is so large that he can hold only one in his two hands. It is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei said: There was an inci- 
dent involving Rabbi Akiva, who came to the synagogue, 
and his etrog was so large that he carried it on his shoulder." 
Apparently, one can fulfill his obligation with a large etrog. 
Rabbi Yehuda said to him: Is there proof from there? In that 
case, too, the Sages said to him: That is not beauty. 


NOTES 


Like the dispute here, so is the dispute with regard to 
rounded stones — nibrpa maxa opin 72 1x2 npma: 
According to Rashi in tractate Shabbat, Rafram bar Pappa said 
this as a mnemonic. The dispute of the matter of rounded 
stones is a baraita that is lesser known, and he sought to 
link it to a mishna that is better known to ensure that each 
opinion will be accurately attributed to the tanna who said 
it. Others say that this analogy comes to teach that even in 
the case of the rounded stones, the measures provided are 


Rounded stones on Shabbat - nawa nbp DIK: In 
order to maintain human dignity, the Sages permitted car- 
rying rounded stones to the bathroom on Shabbat to clean 
oneself. If one is going to a designated bathroom, he may 
take a handful of stones. If it is not a designated bathroom, 
then he may take a stone the size of a small mortar (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 312:1). 


HALAKHA 


minimum and not maximum measures (see Arukh LaNer,; 
Sefat Emet). 


His etrog on his shoulder - iana by sais: Although it 
was never stated that one holds the etrog specifically in his 
hand and that an amputee takes it in his arm, apparently 
Rabbi Akiva did not intend to fulfill the mitzva by holding 
the etrog on his shoulder. Rather, he intended to take it in 
his hands to perform the mitzva, and he carried it on his 
shoulder because it was heavy (Rav Ya'akov Emden). 


A large etrog -bim aia: There is no maximum measure of 
an etrog; even an exceedingly large one is fit. This ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as the halakha 
is ruled in his favor in disputes with Rabbi Yehuda (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 648:22). 
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MI S H N A One may bind the lulav" only with its 


own species; i.e., one of the four species 
taken with the lulav. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 
Rabbi Meir says: One may do so even with a string or with a 
cord." Rabbi Meir said: There was an incident involving the 
men of Jerusalem who would bind their lulavim with gold 
rings. The Sages said to him: They would bind it with its own 
species beneath the rings, which serve a merely decorative 
purpose and not a halakhic one. 


C E M A RA Rava said: One may bind the lulav even 


with fibers that grow around the trunk 
of the date palm,® and even with a piece of the trunk of the date 
palm. And Rava said: What is the rationale for the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda? He holds that a lulav requires binding, and if 
one brings another species to bind the lulav, there will be five 
species and he will violate the prohibition against adding to the 
mitzvot. 


And Rava further said: From where do I say this halakha that 
fibers and the trunk of the date palm are the species of the 
lulav? It is as itis taught in a baraita that it is written: “You shall 
reside in sukkot for seven days” (Leviticus 23:42), which means 
a sukka of any material, as the Torah was not particular about 
the material to be used for the roofing; any species may be used 
as long as it grew from the ground and it is not susceptible to 
impurity. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda 
says: The mitzva of sukka is practiced only with the four spe- 
cies of the lulav as roofing. And, he claims, logic dictates that 
it is so, as it is derived by means of an a fortiori inference: Just 
as the mitzva of lulav, which is not practiced at night as it is 
during the day, is practiced only with the four species, with 
regard to the mitzva of sukka, which is practiced at night as it 
is during the day, is it not right that its roofing should be only 
from the four species? 


The Rabbis said to him: That is not an a fortiori inference, as any 
a fortiori inference that you infer initially to be stringent,’ but 

ultimately it is to be lenient, is not a legitimate a fortiori infer- 
ence. If ultimately the stringency leads to a leniency, the entire 

basis of the inference is undermined. 


HALAKHA 


Binding of the lulav — abiba ‘3X: Based on the principle: 
Beautify yourself before Him in the performance of mitzvot, 
there is a mitzva to bind three of the species together with at 
least one double knot. One may use any material to tie them, 


With a cord — amona: A cord is mentioned here specifically 
because it is certainly less aesthetic (Melekhet Shlomo). Some 
explain this term as referring to a red, silk string (Rav Natan, 
Head of the Yeshiva). 


Any a fortiori inference that you infer initially to be strin- 
gent, etc. -13 van innn pt maw pt ba: See Tosafot 
and elsewhere (Torat Kohanim, Parashat Tazria), where it is 


NOTES 


but the custom for many generations has been to tie them 
with the leaf of a /u/av. Some tie the species together with 


five knots, based on kabbalistic teachings (Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 651:1). 


explained that the dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and the 
Rabbis is not only in this particular instance; rather, it is much 
broader. Is an a fortiori inference whose initial conclusion is a 
stringency, but may ultimately lead to a leniency, a legitimate 
inference or not? As the result runs counter to the objective of 
the inference, perhaps the inference is negated (see Kappot 
Temarim and others). 


BACKGROUND 
Fibers around the date palm - ap: The trunk of a date palm 
is surrounded by a small net of fibers. During the talmudic era, 
these fibers were woven into baskets or used for wrapping 
various objects. 


Trunk of a date palm and the fibers growing around it 
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NOTES 


And the Torah states: You shall reside in sukkot for 
seven days - ov? nyw ywn nips ATVI min: This 
appears redundant; as the Sages questioned the validity 
of an a fortiori argument that leads to leniency, why was 
it necessary to cite the verse (Korban Aharon)? Perhaps 
it is this verse that is the basis of their opinion that an 
afortiori argument that leads to leniency is not legitimate 
(Kappot Temarim). 


Ten types of erez — tit Yn mwy: There are different 
opinions as to the meaning of the term erez and its use 
in different contexts. Some understand that erez is not 
the name of a botanical category of tree, but rather a 
name applied to many very different species of tree that 
have one attribute in common, e.g., large trees, dense- 
leaved trees, or evergreen trees. With regard to business 
transactions, erez refers to specific types of wood used for 
construction and does not include all ten species men- 
tioned in the Gemara. Frez as a specific type of tree is a 
separate matter altogether (see Rosh HaShanah 23a and 
Tosafot there). 


An incident involving the prominent residents of Jeru- 
salem - ohw ppra mwya: The commentaries asked: 
Why did the Gemara cite this baraita here, given that it 
merely repeats the mishna? Some noted the substantial 
difference between all the men of Jerusalem mentioned 
in the mishna and the prominent men of Jerusalem men- 
tioned in the baraita. It is only in the latter case that it can 
be asserted to a degree of certainty that they bound the 
lulav with its own species beneath the gold bands (Kap- 
pot Temarim; Arukh LaNer). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabba - 7131: Rav Abba bar Nahmani, commonly referred 
o as Rabba throughout the Babylonian Talmud, was a 
priest and a third-generation Babylonian amora. 

Rabba was a student of Rav Huna, who was a stu- 
dent of Rav. Therefore, Rabba’s approach to halakha was 
consistent with Rav’s teachings. Rabba was considered 
he sharpest among his peers, to the extent that he was 
referred to as: One who uproots mountains, in contrast 
o his colleague, Rav Yosef, whose talent was in his com- 
prehensive knowledge and was referred to as Sinai. In 
virtually every dispute between them, the ruling is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabba. 

Rabba had many students, and virtually all of the Sages 
of the following generation studied with him. His per- 
sonal life was tragic; his children apparently died during 
his lifetime. He was poverty stricken throughout his life, 
barely subsisting on agricultural work. When his nephew 
Abaye was orphaned at a young age, Rabba took him into 
his home and raised him. 


HALAKHA 
A lulav with a handgrip - » ma b ww abi: If one fash- 
ions a handle for his lulav out of a different species and 
grips the lulav with it, if it is performed in a deferential 
manner, he fulfills his obligation, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim, 651:7). 
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According to your reasoning, if one did not find any of the four 

species to roof his sukka, he will sit idly and fail to fulfill the 
mitzva of sukka; and the Torah states: “You shall reside in 
sukkot for seven days” (Leviticus 23:42)," meaning a sukka of 
any material. Likewise, in the book of Ezra, which can refer 
also to the book of Nehemiah, it says: “Go forth unto the 
mount, and fetch olive branches, and pine branches, and 
myrtle branches, and palm branches, and branches of a 
dense-leaved tree, to make sukkot, as it is written” (Nehe- 
miah 8:15). Apparently, a sukka may be constructed even with 
materials other than the four species. 


And Rabbi Yehuda holds: These olive branches and pine 
branches mentioned in the verse were for the walls of the 
sukka, which need not be built from the four species. Myrtle 
branches, palm branches, and branches of a dense-leaved 
tree, i.e., again myrtle, all of which are among the four species, 
were for the roofing. Rabbi Yehuda holds that one may roof 
the sukka only with the four species. And we learned in a mish- 
na: One may roof the sukka with boards; this is the statement 
of Rabbi Yehuda. As boards can be produced from one of the 
four species only if the trunk of the date palm is considered a 
lulav, apparently, fibers and the trunk of the date palm are 
the species of the lulav. The Gemara determines: Indeed, con- 
clude from it that this is so. 


The Gemara wonders: And did Rabbi Yehuda say with regard 

to the materials fit for roofing a sukka that the four species, yes, 
they are fit, but other materials, no, they are not fit? But isn’t 

it taught in a baraita: If one roofed the sukka with cedar [erez] 

boards that have four handbreadths in their width, everyone 

agrees that it is unfit. If they do not have four handbreadths 

in their width, Rabbi Meir deems it unfit and Rabbi Yehuda 

deems it fit. And Rabbi Meir concedes that if there is be- 
tween one board and another board a gap the complete width 

of a board, then one places fit roofing from the waste of the 

threshing floor and the winepress between the boards and the 

sukka is fit. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda permits one to roof the 

sukka with cedar wood, which is not one of the four species. 


The Gemara responds: What is the erez to which the mishna 
refers? It is in fact a myrtle tree, in accordance with that which 
Rabba bar Rav Huna said, as Rabba bar Rav Huna said that 
they say in the school of Rav: There are ten types of erez," as 
it is stated: “I will place in the wilderness the cedar [erez], 
the acacia-tree, the myrtle, and pine tree; I will set in the plain 
the juniper, the box-tree, and the cypress all together” (Isaiah 
41:19). All the trees listed in this verse are types of cedar, and 
the myrtle is one of them. 


§ The mishna continues: Rabbi Meir says: One may tie the 
lulav even with a cord. It is taught in the Tosefta that Rabbi 
Meir said: There was an incident involving the prominent 
residents of Jerusalem’ who would bind their lulavim with 
gold rings. The Sages said to him: Is there proof from there? 
They would bind it with its own species beneath the rings, 
which serve a merely decorative purpose and nota halakhic one. 


Rabba’ said to those who would bind the four species [hosha- 
na] of the house of the Exilarch: When you bind the four 
species of the house of the Exilarch, leave room for a hand- 
grip" on it where there is neither binding nor decoration so 
that there will not be an interposition between the lulav and 
the hand of the person taking it. 
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Rava said: That is unnecessary, as any addition whose purpose is 
to beautify does not interpose. And Rabba said: Let a person not 
take the four species with a cloth [sudara]" around his hand, 
since I require a complete taking, and there is none in this case 
due to the interposition between his hand and the lulav. And Rava 
said: That is not a problem, as taking by means of another object" 
is considered taking. 


Rava said: From where do I say that taking by means of another 
object is considered taking? It is as we learned in a mishna: One 
undergoing purification from impurity imparted by a corpse must 
be sprinkled with purification water with the ashes of the red heifer. 
If the hyssop used to sprinkle the water was short" and did not 
reach the water in the receptacle, one renders it sufficiently long 
by attaching a string or a spindle,’ and then he dips the hyssop into 
the water, removes it," grasps the hyssop, and sprinkles the water 
on the one undergoing purification. And why may he do so? Doesn't 
the Merciful One say in the Torah: “And a ritually pure person shall 
take hyssop, and dip it in the water, and sprinkle it” (Numbers 
19:18), indicating that one must take the hyssop while dipping it? 
Rather, may one not conclude from this that taking by means of 
another object is considered taking? 


This proof is rejected: From where can that be proven? Perhaps it 
is different there; since he attached the string to the hyssop, its 
legal status is like that of the hyssop itself. However, the legal status 
of the cloth is not like that of the lulav, since it is not attached to the 
lulav. Rather, the fact that taking by means of another object is 
considered taking can be learned from here: If the ashes of the red 
heifer fell from the tube in which they were held into the trough 
in which the spring water was located, the water is unfit, since tak- 
ing the ashes and placing them in the water must be performed 
intentionally." 


HALAKHA 


A lulav with a cloth - xma abi: One who wraps a cloth 
around the /u/av and takes it in this manner has not fulfilled 
his obligation (Tosafot; Mordekhai; Ran), and he must take the 
four species again (Magen Avraham). If he wraps his hands in 
a scarf or wears gloves while taking the lulav, some say he has 
fulfilled his obligation (Magen Avraham; see Ran). The custom 
is to avoid any form of interposition, including rings on one's 
fingers (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 651:7 and in the comment 
of the Rema, based on the Maharil). 


The hyssop was short — 13? atx: If the hyssop branch used to 


To beautify...taking by means of another object - Aid 
wx ap? by any: The commentaries discuss the difference 
between these cases, First, there are methods of beautifying 
the lulav which do not involve interposition, e.g., gold bands 
not placed at the point where one grips the lulav. Therefore, 
it was necessary to ascertain whether there is a problem of 
interposition when the intention is to beautify. A separate 
problem involves taking by means of another object when it 
is clear that the beauty is not enhanced, e.g. in the case of a 
cloth. In that case, the issue is that on the one hand, taking by 
means of another object could be a display of contempt for 
the /ulav, as one does not want to dirty his hands by touch- 
ing it; on the other hand, it could be in deference to the /ulav 


NOTES 


sprinkle the purification waters is too short to reach the water, 
one may attach a string to it, or he may insert it into the top of 
a spindle, dip it into the water, and then hold the hyssop and 
sprinkle the water, in accordance with the mishna cited here 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 11:4). 


Sanctifying the purification waters - Nxpn 1 wrt: One who 
is sanctifying purification waters must place the ashes into the 
water with his hand intentionally. If the ashes fell from the ves- 
sel into the water accidentally, it is unfit (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 9:2). 


that he dare not grip it with his bare hands. Therefore, Rava 
says that taking by means of another object is considered 
taking, provided that it is motivated by deference and per- 
formed in a deferential manner. If one does so, it is considered 
taking. This is also the proper manner to treat a Torah scroll 
(Kappot Temarim). 


Dips and removes — mymba: According to the explanation 
of Rashi and the Meiri, the water was transported from place to 
place in vessels in order to preserve its purity. To avoid certain 
impurities, the water was placed in sealed reed tubes. Since 
these tubes were long and narrow, not every hyssop branch 
was long enough to reach the water in the tube. 


LANGUAGE 


Cloth [sudara] - x11: From the Greek oovdaptov, soudari- 
on, and the Latin sudarium, meaning kerchief or towel. 


BACKGROUND 
Spindle - was: 


a 
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Spindle from the talmudic period 
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HALAKHA 


Interposition in a bound lulav - 43387 abba TYT: Leaves 
of the four species that fall from their branches and are within 
the binding do not constitute an interposition, in accordance 
with Rava's opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 651:1). 


To smell a myrtle branch and an etrog — 0%) DTI moan: 
It is prohibited to smell the myrtle branch being used for the 
mitzva of the four species. Technically, one may smell the 
etrog being used for the four species; however, since there is a 
dispute (Ra’avya; Rabbeinu Simha in the Mordekhai) whether 
one recites a blessing when smelling the etrog, one should 
refrain from smelling it due to the uncertainty (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 653:1). 


Smelling vegetation attached to the ground - mam 
yp aama: On Shabbat, it is permitted to smell a myrtle 
branch or any other fragrant tree while it remains attached 
to the ground. However, it is prohibited to smell fruits still 
attached to a tree on Shabbat, lest one come to pick them in 
order to eat them, in accordance with the opinion of Rabba 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 336:10). 
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By inference, if he spilled the ashes intentionally from the tube 
into the water, it is fit. Why? Doesn't the Merciful One say in the 
Torah: “And for the impure they shall take of the ashes of the 
burning of the purification from sin, and he places running water 
upon them in a vessel” (Numbers 19:17). Apparently, one must 
mix the water and the ashes intentionally. Rather, may one not 
conclude from it that taking by means of another object is 
considered taking? 


And Rabba said with regard to the lulav: After binding the myrtle 
branches and willow branches, let a person not insert the lulav 
into the binding of the four species, as perhaps as a result the 
leaves will fall from the branches and the leaves will constitute 
an interposition between the various species." And Rava said: 
An object of one species does not interpose before an object of 
the same species. 


And Rabba said: Let a person not cut" the lulav in order to 
shorten it while it is in the binding of the four species, as perhaps 
as a result leaves will become detached and will constitute an 
interposition between the various species. And Rava said: An 
object of one species does not interpose before an object of the 
same species. 


§ And Rabba said: It is prohibited to smell the myrtle branch 
used in fulfillment of the mitzva. However, it is permitted to 
smell the etrog™ used in fulfillment of the mitzva. The Gemara 
asks: What is the reason for the distinction between them? The 
Gemara answers: With regard to a myrtle branch, which exists 
primarily for its fragrance, when he sets it aside exclusively for 
the mitzva, he sets it aside from enjoying its fragrance. With 
regard to an etrog, on the other hand, which exists primarily for 
eating, when he sets it aside exclusively for the mitzva, he sets it 
aside from eating. However, he never intended to prohibit this 
ancillary pleasure. 


And Rabba said: With regard to a myrtle branch, while it is at- 
tached to the tree, it is permitted to smell it on Shabbat." With 
regard to an etrog, while it is attached to the tree, itis prohibited 
to smell it. The Gemara explains: What is the reason for the dif- 
ference between them? With regard to a myrtle branch, which 
exists primarily to smell it, if you permit him to smell it, he will 
not come to cut it. Once he has smelled it, he has no further use 
for it. With regard to an etrog, which exists primarily for eating, 
one may not smell it because if you permit him to do so, the 
concern is that he will come to cut it from the tree to eat it. 


NOTES 


Let him not insert...let him not cut — 19 xb.yrtd xd: These 
two issues disputed by Rabba and Rava are apparently one and 
the same; why does the Gemara cite them separately? The 
difference between them is that in the first case, the concern 
is that leaves of a myrtle branch or a willow branch will end 
up out of place and constitute an interposition. However, in 
the second case, each of the species remains in place and 
therefore, even if it is severed it is merely a case of the same 
species interposing, which does not constitute an interposition 
(Kappot Temarim). 


To smell a myrtle branch and an etrog — 30%) D1 rea: 
There is a version of the Gemara (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rabbi 


Zerahya HaLevi; others) according to which the ruling is the 
opposite. It is prohibited to smell the myrtle branch because 
its primary appeal is its smell, and if one is permitted to smell it, 
he might come to cut it. For the same reason, it is prohibited on 
Shabbat to smell myrtle branches attached to a tree. However, 
with regard to the etrog, the assumption is that one is aware 
that he may not eat it, which is its primary function. Therefore, 
even if he smells it on Shabbat, he will be careful not to detach 
it from the tree. See the Meiiri, who cites a dispute between 
the early authorities as to whether the allowance to smell the 
myrtle branch includes permission to pull down the branches 
to render them more easily accessible, or whether it is permit- 
ted only to smell the myrtle branch but not actually to touch it. 
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§ And Rabba said: One takes the lulav bound with the other 
two species in the right hand and the etrog in the left." The 
Gemara explains: What is the reason for that arrangement? 
These species constitute three mitzvot, and this etrog is only 
one mitzva. One accords deference to the greater number of 
mitzvot by taking the three species in the right hand. Rabbi 
Yirmeya said to Rabbi Zerika: What is the reason that we 
recite the blessing only with the formula: About taking the 
lulav, with no mention of the other species? Rabbi Zerika said 
to him: Since it is highest of them all and the most conspicuous, 
the other species are subsumed under it. Rabbi Yirmeya asks: 
And if that is the only reason, let him lift the etrog" higher than 
the lulav and recite the blessing mentioning it. Rabbi Zerika 
said to him that he meant: Since the tree of its species is the 
tallest of them all, it is the most prominent, and therefore it is 
appropriate for the formula of the blessing to emphasize the 
lulav. 


MI SHNA24” where in the recitation of hallel 

would they wave" the lulav? They 
would do so at the verse: “Thank the Lord, for He is good” 
(Psalms 118:1, 29) that appears at both the beginning and the 
end of the psalm, and at the verse: “Lord, please save us” 
(Psalms 118:25); this is the statement of Beit Hillel. And Beit 
Shammai" say: They would wave the lulav even at the verse: 
“Lord, please grant us success” (Psalms 118:25). Rabbi Akiva 
said: I was observing Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Yehoshua 
and saw that all the people were waving their lulavim, and the 
two of them waved their lulav only at: “Lord, please save us,” 
indicating that this is the halakha. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks about the premise of 


the mishna. With regard to waving, 
who mentioned it? As no previous mention was made of wav- 
ing the lulav, it is a non sequitur when the tanna begins discus- 
sion of the details of the custom. The Gemara answers: The 
tannais basing himself on the mishna there (29b), which states: 
Any lulav that has three handbreadths in length, sufficient to 
enable one to wave with it, is fit for use in fulfilling the mitzva. 
As the custom of waving the lulav was already established there, 
here the tanna is saying: Where would they wave the lulav? 


We learned in a mishna there (Menahot 61a): With regard to 
the two loaves and the two lambs offered on the festival of 
Shavuot, how does he perform their waving before the altar? 
He places the two loaves atop the two lambs, and places his 
hand beneath them, and waves to and fro to each side, and he 
raises and lowers them, as it is stated: “Which is waved and 
which is lifted” (Exodus 29:27), indicating that there is waving 
to the sides as well as raising and lowering. 


HALAKHA 


Holding the species when reciting the blessing - nina 
ADA nywa DAM: One holds the /ulav and the species 
bound with it in his right hand and the etrog in his left, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabba. There is a dispute 
among later authorities with regard to which he lifts first. 
Some rule that one lifts the etrog first (Shenei Luhot HaBerit; 
Magen Avraham), while others say the lulav should be lifted 
first (see Sha‘arei Teshuva). There is also a dispute with regard 
to a left-handed person. Some say that he should fulfill the 
mitzva in the same manner as one who is right-handed (Tur), 
while others hold that he reverses the species and lifts the 
lulav in his left hand and the etrog in his right, similar to 
the practice with regard to phylacteries (Rosh; Rabbeinu 
Yeruham; Rabbi Ya'akov Weil). This latter view is the prevalent 
custom (Rema). One who takes the species in the inappropri- 
ate hand fulfills his obligation (Rema, based on the Maharil). 
Nevertheless, it is preferable in that case to take the species 
a second time without repeating the blessing (Magen Avra- 
ham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 681:2-3). 


And where would they wave — pyayan 97 J2°M1: One waves 
the /ulav after reciting the blessing over the mitzva. One also 
waves the lulav during the recitation of hallel, when reciting: 
“Thank the Lord, for He is good,’ both at the beginning and 
at the end of the psalm. At the end of the psalm, one waves 
the lulav twice because the verse is repeated. One also waves 
the lulav twice when reciting: “Lord, please save us,’ as the 
verse is repeated. The Rema cites the Rosh, who says that one 
waves the /ulav each time the congregation recites: “Thank 
the Lord, for He is good,’ and some adopted that practice 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 681:8). 


NOTES 


And let him lift the etrog - ain mrad: Some add a ratio- for 


nale for this suggestion. Since the etrog is the first of the species 
listed in the verse, it stands to reason that the blessing would 
be recited over it (Rabbi Shmuel Shmelke Taubes). 


Waving the lulav - abba yaaa: Several reasons were provided 
for the practice of waving the /ulav. On the simplest level, it is 
a means of inspiring happiness (Meiri). Therefore, one should 
not wave the /u/av in a despondent manner; rather, one should 
do so with energy and alacrity, in fulfillment of the verse: “All 
my bones shall say: Lord, who is like You” (Psalms 35:10; Rab- 
beinu Manoah). Waving the lulav is also a display of love for 
the mitzva (Rosh). The commentaries cite the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud: Why shake the lulav? It is in order to shake, undermine, 
and overthrow the authority of the Satan. The reason that the 
waving is performed while reciting: “Lord, please save us,’ is in 
fulfillment of the verse: “Then shall the trees of the forest sing 


joy...Give thanks unto the Lord; for He is good...Save us, 
God of our salvation” (| Chronicles 16:33-35). That alludes to 
the fact that when one recites: Save us, one shakes the /ulav 
in the manner that the trees of the forest shake with joy (see 
Tosefot Yom Tov). 

n terms of the manner of waving, the early authorities 
dispute whether it involves merely moving the /ulav to and 
fro (Rav Hai Gaon) or whether it requires shaking and rustling 
the leaves of the lulav (see Tosafot, based on the Jerusalem 
Talmud). 


Beit Hillel and Beit Shammai - 'xaw ma ba ma: In tan- 
naitic literature it is atypical for the opinion of Beit Hillel to be 
cited before the opinion of Beit Shammai (see Eduyyot ch. 4-5). 
Apparently, Beit Hillel's opinion is cited first here because Beit 
Shammai add to their statement and do not merely dispute 
the opinion of Beit Hillel (Tosefot Yom Tov). However, there is a 


variant reading that appears in many of the early commentaries 
(Or Zarua) with the opinions cited in the standard order, i.e., the 
opinion cited first is that of Beit Shammai. According to that 
version, Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Yehoshua attribute the first 
opinion cited in the mishna to Beit Hillel. 

With regard to the opinion of Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi 
Yehoshua, Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura suggests that they waved 
the lulav only when reciting the verse: “Lord, please save us,’ 
and they did not wave at all when reciting the verse: “Thank 
the Lord, for He is good.” That opinion is based on another 
variant reading of the mishna (see also Tosefot Yom Tov). Oth- 
ers explain that proof can be cited from here that the practice 
of different customs in the same congregation is not a cause 
for concern, as Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi Yehoshua acted 
differently from the rest of the congregation and yet they 
did not reprimand the congregation for following a different 
custom (Benayahu). 
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BACKGROUND 
In the West, Eretz Yisrael — Xa wna: In the Babylonian 
Talmud, Eretz Yisrael is referred to as the West, since it is 
southwest of Babylonia. In later periods, the customs in 
Eretz Yisrael were referred to as Western ones, as opposed 
to the Eastern customs in Babylonia. 


NOTES 
In order to halt harmful winds — niyy ninn aisyd ‘tp: The 
waving of the lulav is a form of prayer to God imploring Him 
to halt harmful winds and dew (Benayahu). 


Perek III 
Daf 38 Amuda 


NOTES 


And likewise with a lulav - abba 121: Practically speaking, 
some say that it is sufficient to wave the /ulav to and fro in 
two directions as well as up and down. They added that 
one who waves the lulav to and fro in four directions is 
suspected of heresy (see Ran and Rashba). Others say that 
on the contrary, one must make certain to wave the lulav 
to and fro in all four directions, as then it does not appear 
that he is forming a cross because the four directions plus 
up and down total six sides (Rosh). That is the common 
practice in recent generations. 


An arrow in the eye of Satan - KVDT mYYI KVA: Al- 
though the waving of the /ulav is to negate aspects of evil 
in the world, e.g., harmful winds and dew, it is inappropri- 
ate to say so explicitly (Maharsha). It is noted elsewhere 
that Rav Aha bar Ya'akov was a pious, holy man who was 
accustomed to miracles, so he was able to speak in that 
manner. However, it would be inappropriate for others to 
do so. Furthermore, one who expresses himself in this man- 
ner is portraying himself as one who successfully overcame 
his evil inclination, when in fact Gad is assisting him (see 
HaBoneh). 
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Rabbi Yohanan said: He moves them to and fro to dedicate 
them to He Whom the four directions are His. He raises and 
lowers them to He Whom the heavens and earth are His." In 
the West, Eretz Yisrael,’ they taught it as follows. Rabbi Hama 
bar Ukva said that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Hanina, said: 
He moves them to and fro in order to request a halt 
to harmful winds," storms and tempests that come from all 
directions; he raises and lowers them in order to halt harmful 
dews and rains that come from above. Rabbi Yosei bar Avin 
said, and some say that it was Rabbi Yosei bar Zevila who said: 
That is to say, 


In which direction does one wave — yayan 1¥ my: The vast 
majority of authorities agree that one waves the /u/av in the 
four directions and up and down; however, they disagree with 
regard to the sequence. Some say that the correct sequence 
is: East, south, west, north, up, and down, which is the cus- 
tom prevalent among Ashkenazic communities. However, ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yitzhak Luria the sequence is: South, north, 
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HALAKHA 


east, up, down, west, which is the custom of Sephardic and 
some Hassidic communities. According to most opinions, 
when waving the lulav downward, one does not point the 
top of the /ulav down. In addition, some turn to face each di- 
rection as they wave the /ulav, while others continue facing 
east. This is dependent on local custom (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 681:10). 


non-essential aspects of a mitzva avert calamity, as waving is 
a non-essential aspect of the mitzva, since even if one failed 
to wave the loaves he fulfilled his obligation, and nevertheless 
it halts harmful winds and dews. And Rava said: And like- 
wise one should conduct himself the same way with a lulav," 
i.e., one should wave it to and fro and raise and lower it for the 
same reasons." When Rav Aha bar Ya’akov would move the 
lulav to and fro, he would say: This is an arrow in the eye of 
Satan," as despite his best efforts, the Jewish people continue 
to joyously fulfill mitzvot. The Gemara notes: That is not 
a proper manner of conduct, as it will induce Satan to come 
to incite him to sin. Gloating due to his victory over the evil 
inclination will lead Satan to redouble his efforts to corrupt him. 


The manner of waving — ¥139371 J77: There are numerous 
opinions and varying customs with regard to the manner in 
which one waves the lulav. According to the Shulhan Arukh, he 
waves the lulav to, i.e., away from his body, and fro, i.e., back 
toward his body, three times in each direction. That is the prev- 
alent custom in Sephardic and some Hassidic communities. 
The Rema, based on the Ran and other early authorities, says 
that while waving the /ulav to and fro one also shakes it and 
rustles the leaves. This is the prevalent custom in Ashkenazic 


communities. 


HALAKHA 


There are additional opinions among the early authorities, 
to the point that the author of Bikkurei Ya'akov writes that one 
who wishes to fulfill his obligation according to all the opinions 
must wave the /ulav in three broad to and fro movements in 
each direction, with each broad movement consisting of three 
smaller to and fro movements. In addition, during each move- 
ment one rustles the /ulav. The later authorities (Bah; Taz; Rabbi 
Shlomo Luria) wrote that one who seeks to observe that custom 
should do so in private and not in the synagogue (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 681:9). 
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MI SHNA With regard to one who was coming 


along the way and did not have a lulav 
in his hand to take and fulfill the mitzva while traveling, when 
he enters his house to eat, he should take the lulav at his table." 
He interrupts his meal to fulfill the mitzva of lulav. Ifhe did not 
take the lulav in the morning, he should take it in the after- 
noon, as the entire day is suited for fulfilling the mitzva of 
lulav. 
G E M ARA The Gemara analyzes the mishna. On 
one hand, you said that if he did not 
take the lulav before the meal then he takes it at his table. That 
is to say that if remembers that he did not yet take the lulav, he 
interrupts his meal, takes the lulav, and then continues his meal. 
And the Gemara raises a contradiction from a mishna (Shab- 
bat 9b): One may not begin to eat before he recites the after- 
noon prayer; however, if they started a meal, they need not 
interrupt the meal in order to pray. Rav Safra said: This is not 
difficult, as that mishna, where one need not interrupt his meal, 
is referring to a case where there is opportunity to pray later 
in the day; this mishna, where one must interrupt his meal, is 
referring to a case where there is no opportunity to take the 
lulav later in the day. In that case, one must fulfill the mitzva 
immediately. 


Rava said: What is the difficulty? The two cases are different, 
and there is no contradiction at all. Perhaps this mitzva of lulav 
is a mitzva by Torah law, and therefore one must interrupt his 
meal to take the lulav, while that mitzva to recite the afternoon 
prayer is a mitzva by rabbinic law, and therefore one need 
not interrupt his meal to pray. Rather, Rava said: If there is a 
difficulty, i.e., a contradiction, this is the difficulty: In the first 
clause in the mishna it says that when he enters his house 
to eat, he should take the lulav at his table. Apparently, one 
must interrupt his meal. And then in the latter clause of the 
mishna it is taught: Ifhe did not take the lulav in the morning, 
he should take it in the afternoon. Apparently, he need not 
interrupt his meal. 


Resolving the contradiction, Rav Safra said: This is not diffi- 
cult. This clause, where one need not interrupt his meal, is refer- 
ring to a case where there is opportunity to take the lulav later 
in the day; that clause, where one must interrupt his meal, is 
referring to a case where there is no opportunity to take the 
lulav later in the day. 


Rabbi Zeira said: What is the difficulty? There is no contradic- 
tion, as perhaps the mishna is teaching that there is a mitzva to 
interrupt one’s meal and take the lulav; but if he did not inter- 
rupt his meal he should take it in the afternoon, as the entire 
day is suited for fulfilling the mitzva of lulav. Rather, Rabbi 
Zeira said: Actually, the contradiction is as we said initially, 
between the ruling with regard to lulav and the ruling with re- 
gard to the afternoon prayer. And as to that which you found 
difficult, i.e., there is no contradiction at all, as this mitzva of 
lulav is a mitzva by Torah law and that mitzva to recite the af- 
ternoon prayer is a mitzva by rabbinic law, that is not difficult; 
as here, in the case of lulav, we are dealing with the second 
day of the Festival and beyond, during the intermediate days, 
when the mitzva of lulav is by rabbinic law." The contradiction 
is therefore between the rulings pertaining to two mitzvot by 
rabbinic law. 


The language of the mishna is also precise and indicates that it 
is dealing with the intermediate days of the Festival from the 
fact that it teaches: One who was coming along the way and 
does not have a lulav in his hand. As, ifit enters your mind to 
say that the mishna is referring to the first day of the Festival, 
is it permitted to travel a long distance on that day? Rather, it 
is referring to the intermediate days. 


HALAKHA —— 
Eating before taking the lulav - ab no otip TPX: I 
is prohibited to eat prior to taking the lulav. If one forgets 
and begins eating, then on the first day, when the mitzva o 
taking the /ulav is by Torah law, he is required to interrupt his 
meal and take the lulav, even if there remains sufficient time 
to do so later in the day. On all the other days of the Festiva 
if sufficient time remains to do so later in the day following 
the conclusion of his meal, he need not interrupt his meal. 
If he began his meal more than half an hour prior to the 
time when the /ulav may be taken, he need not interrupt his 
meal (Rema, based on Ran), in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Zeira in his final explanation (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 652:2). 


NOTES 


Here we are dealing with the second day of the Festival 
when the mitzva is by rabbinic law — %3% sip ova x37 
JPY p277: In this context, the term: Second day of the 
Festival, is referring to all the intermediate days of the Festival. 
From here it is clear that the Sages occasionally refer to the 
intermediate days as Festival days, based on the language 
of the Torah. The fact that this is not manifest in the prayers 
on the intermediate days is due to the fact that labor is not 
prohibited on those days. If they were referred to as Festivals, 
it could lead to a situation where people take the actual 
Festival days lightly (Ritva). 
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HALAKHA 

Customs of reciting halle! - bon DMP A: There are 
many different customs with regard to the verses that are 
customarily repeated when reciting hallel, as well as the 
verses that the prayer leader recites and the congregation 
responds. Each community observes its own traditions, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 652:3). 


One for whom others recite blessings on his behalf — %3 
b pavan: One who does not know how to recite the 
Grace after Meals can fulfill his obligation to do so if another 
person who ate with him recites the blessings aloud and he 
answers amen at the conclusion of each blessing. 

A son may recite the Grace after Meals for his father, a 
woman for her husband, and a slave for his master; how- 
ever, the Sages said: May a curse come to a man who, due 
to his ignorance, requires his wife and children to recite a 
blessing on his behalf (Rambam Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Be- 
rakhot 5:15). 


NOTES 
Actually they said — v2% mayga: This expression indicates 
a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. Alternatively, it 
introduces the practical halakha. In both cases, it is a clear 
and accepted halakha. 


Perek III 
Daf 38 Amud b 


NOTES 


From the custom of halle! — Kyb Kaan: Already in the 
time of Rava, everyone was familiar with the text of hallel, 
but they still maintained certain customs in the synagogue. 
From those customs he learned several old halakhot that 
had led to the establishment of these customs. Although 
the halakhot were no longer necessary, they continued to 
recite hallel according to those customs. 


From here, one who hears it is equivalent to one who 
recites it - miy2 yniws 1x21: Tosafot say that optimally 
one should perform the mitzva by reciting the blessing 
himself. However, at times when it is prohibited for him to 
recite it, e.g., when he is in the middle of the Amida prayer, 
he should hear the blessing or the passage recited by an- 
other and thereby fulfill his obligation. Similarly, the early 
authorities said that one can learn this halakha from the 
conduct of the royal court, where servants do not interrupt 
one task to engage in another (see Meiri and the geonim). 


HALAKHA 


One who hears it is equivalent to one who recites it - 
miya yaw: If one is unable to answer amen, he concen- 
trates silently on what he hears and thereby fulfills his obli- 
gation. This is because the halakhic status of one who hears 
a passage recited is equivalent to that of one who recites 
it (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 25:10, 104:7, 109:3, 213:2). 
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MI S H N A ah regard to one for whom a Canaanite 


slave, a woman, or a minor was reciting 
hallel, he repeats after them what they are saying word for word. 
The mishna notes: And may a curse come to him for being so igno- 
rant that he needs them to recite it for him. If an adult male was 
reciting hallel on his behalf, he need not repeat each word, as the 
adult male can fulfill the obligation to recite hallel on his behalf. 
Rather, he simply answers: Halleluya, to each phrase that is recited. 
Ina place where they were accustomed to repeat certain verses, he, 
too, should repeat them. If the custom is to recite them plainly, 
without repetition, he should recite them plainly. In a place where 
the custom is to recite a blessing when reciting hallel, he should 
recite a blessing. Everything is in accordance with the local cus- 
tom in these matters." 


G E M A RA The Sages taught: Actually, they said" that 


a son may recite a blessing on behalf of his 
father, and a slave may recite a blessing on behalf of his master, 
and a woman may recite a blessing on behalf of her husband, but 
the Sages said: May a curse come to a man who, due to his igno- 
rance, requires his wife and children to recite a blessing on his 
behalf." 


Rava said: 


Many significant halakhot can be learned from the custom of 
hallel" based on the manner in which it was recited. In reciting hallel 
there are allusions to several halakhic matters and customs that the 
Sages instituted due to circumstances extant at the time. Although 
due to increased literacy and familiarity with the hallel liturgy 
the reasons no longer apply, these customs remain in practice. The 
prayer leader recites: “Halleluya” (Psalms 113:1), and the congrega- 
tion recites: Halleluya, in response. From here is the source that 
there is a mitzva to respond: Halleluya. 


Likewise, the prayer leader recites: “Give praise, servants of the 
Lord” (Psalms 113:1), and the congregation recites: Halleluya, in 
response. From here is the source of the halakha cited in the mishna 
that if an adult male was reciting hallel on his behalf, he answers: 
Halleluya. He recites: “Thank the Lord, for He is good” (Psalms 
118:1), and they respond: “Thank the Lord, for He is good.” From 
here is the source that there is a mitzva to respond by reciting the 
beginnings of chapters. It was also stated that Rav Hanan bar 
Rava said: There is a mitzva to respond by reciting the beginnings 
of chapters. 


Rava continued to cite the significant halakhot learned from hallel. 
The prayer leader recites: “Lord, please save us” (Psalms 118:25), 
and the congregation recites: “Lord, please save us,” in response. 
From here is the source of the halakha cited in the mishna that ifa 
minor was reciting a portion that is not from the beginning of a 
chapter on one’s behalf, he recites after him precisely what he says. 


The prayer leader recites: “Lord, please grant us success,” and the 

congregation recites in response: “Lord, please grant us success” 
(Psalms 118:25). From here is the source of the halakha that if one 

comes to repeat a particular verse in hallel twice, he may repeat it. 
The prayer leader recites: “Blessed is one who comes” (Psalms 

18:26), and the congregation recites the rest of the verse: “In the 

name of the Lord” (Psalms 118:26), in response. From here is the 

source of the halakha that the halakhic status of one who hears a 

passage recited is equivalent to that of one who recites it," as the 

congregation fulfills its obligation even though it does not repeat 

the entire verse. 
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Apropos this halakha, the Gemara relates that the Sages raised a 
dilemma before Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba: If one heard a passage 
recited and did not recite it himself, what is the halakha? Did he 
fulfill his obligation or not? He said to them that the Sages, and 
the schoolteachers, and the heads of the nation, and the hom- 
iletic interpreters" said: One who heard a passage recited and 
did not recite it himself fulfilled his obligation. 


It was also stated that Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi said that Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Levi said in the name of Bar Kappara: From 
where is it derived that the halakhic status of one who hears a 
passage recited is equivalent to that of one who recites it? It is 
as it is written: “All the words of the book which the king of 
Judea has read” (11 Kings 22:16)." And did King Josiah read 
them? Didn’t Shaphan read them, as it is written: “And 
Shaphan read it before the king” (11 Kings 22:10)? Rather, from 
here it is derived that the halakhic status of one who hears a 
passage recited is equivalent to that of one who recites it, and it 
is as though Josiah read the words himself. 


The Gemara asks: And perhaps after Shaphan read them Josiah 
read them again? Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: It should not enter 
your mind to say so, as it is written: “Because your heart was 
tender and you humbled yourself before the Lord when you 
heard what I spoke in this place” (11 Kings 22:19). The Gemara 
infers: “When you heard” is written in the verse, and not: When 
you read. In other words, immediately upon hearing Shaphan 
read the text, King Josiah sent for Huldah the prophetess, which 
shows that he humbled his heart. Clearly, the halakhic status of 
one who hears a passage recited is equivalent to that of one who 
recites it. 


Apropos hallel, the Gemara cites additional halakhot. Rava said: 
Let a person not recite:" “Blessed is one who comes,’ and then, 
after pausing, recite: “In the name of the Lord.’ Rather, let him 
recite without pause: “Blessed is one who comes in the name 
of the Lord.” Rav Safra said to Rava: 


You, who are as great in this generation as Moses, did you speak 
well?" It is not so; rather, both there and here," whether he re- 
cites it with or without pause, the latter part of the verse is the 
conclusion of the matter, and we have no problem with it, as 
it is clear that his intention is to recite the entire verse: “Blessed 
is one who comes in the name of the Lord.” Rava said: Let 
a person not recite in the kaddish prayer: May His great 
name, and then, after pausing, recite: Be blessed. Rather, let 
him recite without pause: May His great name be blessed." Rav 
Safra said to Rava: You, who are as great in this generation as 
Moses, did you speak well? It is not so, rather, both there and 
here, whether he recites it with or without pause, the latter part 
of the verse is the conclusion of the matter, and we have no 
problem with it. 


§ The mishna continues: In a place where they were accus- 
tomed to repeat certain verses he too should repeat them. It was 
taught in the Tosefta: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi repeats certain 
matters in hallel. Rabbi Elazar ben Perata adds certain matters 
in hallel. The Gemara asks: What does he add? Abaye said: He 
continues repeating additional verses in hallel, those from: I will 
thank You, and onward until the end of the psalm, as is the 
custom even today. 


NOTES 


The Sages and the schoolteachers and the heads of the 
nation and the homiletic interpreters — wm) KIDD) MYST 
Kwn Kay: The author of the Arukh LaNer explains that all 
of these people must avail themselves of this halakha. The 
Sages sit silently and listen while the disseminator repeats 
and expands on the lecture. The schoolteachers listen while 
the children recite their lessons. Similarly, Similarly, the heads 
of the nation follow this principle because otherwise they 
would not have time to study Torah, as they are occupied 
with communal matters. The homiletic interpreters likewise 
require this principle in order to attract people to their public 
lectures, as without this principle people would question why 
they should go to a lecture if they can study Torah on their 
own. All of these people benefit from the fact that the reward 
of one who hears is equivalent to that of one who recites. 


The words of the book which the king of Judea has read — 
OWN NIP WH DITI: Some note that the principle: The 

halakhic status of one who hears is equivalent to that of one 

who recites, could have been derived by comparing and 

contrasting the verse in I Kings with the verse “That they read 

before the king" (1 Chronicles 34:24); however, the Gemara 

preferred to teach this concept based solely on the verses in 

\| Kings (Kappot Temarim). 


Let a person not recite - wx xa xd: Rava was particular 
with regard to this verse because it contains God’s name. 
Were one to pause in the middle of the verse, it would be 
tantamount to mentioning God's name in vain. Rav Safra 
then comments that if one pauses merely to take a breath, 
it is not considered an interruption, despite the fact that he 
did not recite the verse all at once (Meiri). 


NOTES 

Moses, did you speak well — Pyaxp Vaw TWI: Some explain 
that here the phrase is not a rhetorical question but rather a 
statement of support that Rav Safra agreed with Rava's basic 
halakha. Nevertheless, he commented that an analysis of the 
language of the mishna indicates otherwise (Meiri). Rashi 
explains here that Rav Safra called Rava Moses to indicate 
that he is the greatest Torah personality of the generation, or, 
as Rashi explains elsewhere, as a nickname for a Torah scholar. 
Others explain, however, that this expression is used as an 
oath and that Rav Safra was swearing by the honor of Moses 
(Rashi in tractate Beitza; Peirush Kadmon). 


= 


There and here — 37) om7: Some explained this to mean 
that both there, in Eretz Yisrael, and here, in Babylonia, the 
Sages are in agreement that it does not constitute an inter- 
ruption (Peirush Kadmon). 


HALAKHA 
May His great name be blessed - 2 KI AAW KT: One 
may not interrupt between: May His great name, and: Be 
blessed. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rava, 
as Rav Safra did not dispute the basic halakha but only what 
constitutes an interruption (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 56:1). 
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HALAKHA 


Blessing prior to the performance of mitzvot - 7313 
wy 3%: Blessings recited over the performance 
of mitzvot must be recited prior to the performance of 
he mitzva. With regard to the mitzva of Julav, there are 
several opinions as to when the blessing is recited. Ac- 
cording to the Rambam, one recites the blessing before 
aking the /ulav in hand (see Josafot; Rosh; Ran). Many 
are accustomed to lift the /ulav prior to the blessing, bu 
hey hold the etrog upside down. Following recital o 
he blessing, they restore the etrog to its upright position 
(Tosafot; Rashba; Roke’ah; Maharam; others). That is the 
common Ashkenazic practice. The Vilna Gaon holds tha 
one stipulates in advance that he does not intend to fulfil 
his obligation until after he recites the blessing. Others 
say that one takes the /ulav first, recites the blessing, and 
hen takes the etrog. In practice, there are many differen 
customs (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 25:8, 168:1, 651:5). 


a] 


One who purchases a lulav. ..during the Sabbatical 
Year - m»awa..yb npiba: If one purchases the four 
species during the Sabbatical Year from an am haʻaretz, 
the seller gives the buyer the etrog as a gift. If the seller 
does not wish to give it to him as a gift, then the cost of 
the etrog should be incorporated into the price of the 
lulav, in accordance with the mishna and the opinion of 
Rav Huna in the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Shemitta VeYovel 8:11). 


Transferring money used to purchase Sabbatical-Year 
produce — my*aw 912 NYD: One may not transmit 
money that was used to purchase Sabbatical-Year pro- 
duce to an am haaretz due to the concern that he might 
not treat it with the required sanctity. It is permitted to 
purchase Sabbatical-Year produce from an am ha‘aretz 
provided that it is worth no more than the value of three 
meals (see Kaftor VaFerah; Peat HaShulhan; Radbaz; Ram- 
bam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 8:10, 12). 


BACKGROUND 

Sabbatical Year — my»aw: The Sabbatical Year is the sev- 
enth year of the Sabbatical cycle. The first cycle began 
after the conquest of Canaan by Joshua. It is also known 
as Shemitta, meaning literally abandonment or release. 
The halakhot of the Sabbatical Year are based on Torah 
law (see Leviticus 251-7; Deuteronomy 15:1-6); however, 
most authorities maintain that the requisite conditions 
for the Sabbatical Year to be in effect by Torah law have 
lapsed, and its present-day observance is based on rab- 
binic decree. 

The particular regulations that apply to the discussion 
in the Gemara here are based on the halakha that all 
agricultural land must lie fallow. It is prohibited to work 
the land, except for work necessary to keep existing crops 
alive. All produce that grows is ownerless and must be 
left unguarded in the fields so that any creature, including 
wild animals and birds, can gain access to it. As long as 
produce remains in the fields it may be eaten, although 
it may not be bought and sold in the normal manner or 
used for purposes other than food. After the last rem- 
nants of a crop have been removed from the field, the 
crop may no longer be eaten unless a removal ceremony 
is performed promptly. It is prohibited by rabbinic decree 
to eat produce that grew from seeds during the Sabbati- 
cal Year, even if it grew uncultivated. According to some 
authorities, this is prohibited by Torah law. 
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§ The mishna continues: In a place where the custom is to recite 

a blessing, he should recite a blessing. Abaye said: The Sages 

taught that the obligation to recite a blessing is dependent on 

custom only with regard to the blessing recited after hallel. How- 
ever, before hallel, there is a mitzva to recite a blessing, as Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: With regard to all the mitzvot, one 

recites a blessing over them prior to [over] their performance." 

The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that the word 

over is the language of priority? It is as Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
said that it is written: “And Ahimaaz ran by the way of the plain 

and overtook [vaya‘avor] the Cushite” (11 Samuel 18:23)." Abaye 

said: It is derived from here: “And he passed [avar] before them” 
(Genesis 33:3). And if you wish, say instead that the proof is from 

here: “And their king passed [vaya‘avor] before them and the 

Lord at their head” (Micah 2:13). 


MI SH NA In the case of one who purchases a lulav 


from another who is an am haaretz dur- 
ing the Sabbatical Year,” the seller gives him an etrog along 
with it as a gift, as he is not permitted to purchase the etrog" 
during the Sabbatical Year because it is prohibited to engage in 
commerce with Sabbatical-Year produce. 


GEMARA”™ Gemara asks: If, the seller did not 


want to give him the etrog as a gift, what 
is the halakha? How should the buyer purchase the etrog? Rav 
Huna said: He incorporates the cost of the etrog" into the price 
of the lulav. He should purchase the lulav at an inflated price to 
cover the cost of the etrog as well. The Gemara asks: And let the 
buyer give the seller the money for the etrog directly; why employ 
artifice in the transaction? 


The Gemara answers: That is necessary because one may not 
transfer money used to purchase Sabbatical-Year produce’ to 
an am ha‘aretz, lest he make improper use of money that has 
sanctity of the Sabbatical Year. As it is taught in a baraita: One 
may not transfer to an am ha‘aretz money used to purchase 
Sabbatical-Year produce that is worth more than the value of 
food sufficient for three meals." One may use money that has 
sanctity of the Sabbatical Year to purchase food for his personal 
use. If the money is sufficient for three meals, presumably the 
seller will use it in a permitted manner. And if the buyer trans- 
ferred more money than that, he should say: This money is de- 
consecrated by my redeeming it in exchange for non-Sabbatical- 
Year produce that I have in my house. 


And overtook [vaya‘avor] the Cushite - 


*WIDT OX Way: The 


NOTES 


One may not transfer money used to purchase Sabbatical-Year 


following question is raised: Why didn’t Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak 
cite proof from the same verse cited by Abaye, given that Abaye's 
verse appears earlier in the Bible? The answer is that the verse: 
“And he passed [avar] before them” cannot be cited as proof 
that the root avr alone means: Before, as in that verse the word 
avar is accompanied by the word lifneihem, which itself means: 
Before them. Therefore, he cited the verse: “And he overtook 
[vaya‘avor] the Cushite,” to prove that avr alone means before 
(Kappot Temarim). 


As he is not permitted to purchase the etrog — KW pw 
inp: According to Rashi and most early authorities, the prob- 
lem here, as explained later in the Gemara, is transmitting conse- 
crated Sabbatical-Year money to an am ha‘aretz. However, others 
explain that it is prohibited to purchase a Sabbatical-Year etrog 
due to the general prohibition against engaging in commerce 
with Sabbatical-Year produce, regardless of what the seller might 
do with the money he receives (see Tosafot and Ritva). 


Rashi indicates that the purchaser pays extra for the hala to the 
point that the seller would be willing to give him the etrog as a 
gift. However, the Rambam holds that it is not necessary to pay 
extra for the lulav, as long as the buyer has in mind that he is 
paying only for the /ulav and not the etrog (Sefat Emet). 


produce — mxaw nita 137 pin py: Several explanations were 
offered for this prohibition. According to Rashi, the concern is that 
he seller will not remove this money from his house by the time 
hat the relevant Sabbatical-Year produce in the house must be 
removed. According to Tosafot, the concern is that he will not 
reat the money consecrated with the sanctity of the Sabbati- 
cal Year appropriately, given the numerous halakhot governing 
heir use. According to the Meiri, the concern is with regard to 
he general prohibition against engaging in commerce with 
Sabbatical-Year produce. 

The indication in the Tosefta is that the primary concern is, as 
Rashi stated, that the am haaretz will not remove the items at 
he appropriate time, as the Josefta explains that the prohibition 
applies only when one gives the seller items that will last; how- 
ever, if one is giving him perishable items then it is permitted to 
give him even more than three meals’ worth of Sabbatical-Year 
produce. 


Food for three meals — niyo vow ți: Three meals’ worth is 
the amount of food required for Shabbat. In this case, due to the 
sanctity of Shabbat, the Sages permitted one to fulfill the seller's 
Shabbat needs. Alternatively, perhaps they simply permitted one 
to provide him with the means to ensure his subsistence (see 
Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
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And then he comes home and eats the produce in the appropriate 
manner and at the appropriate time, due to the sanctity of 
Sabbatical-Year produce.® 


The baraita continues: In what case is this statement said that it 
is permitted to transfer money used to purchase Sabbatical-Year 
produce" to an am ha‘aretz as long as it does not exceed the value 
of three meals? It is specifically in a case where one purchases 
produce that came from a field that was declared ownerless as 
required during the Sabbatical Year. In that case, the am ha‘aretz 
who gathered the produce is paid only for the act of harvesting 
and not for the produce. However, if he buys produce that came 
from a field that was safeguarded" for its owner in the manner 
that it is during the other years of the Sabbatical-Year cycle and 
was not declared ownerless, then even if one purchased produce 
worth half an issar," itis prohibited to transfer the money to him, 
as itis prohibited to utilize fruits that were safeguarded during the 
Sabbatical Year. 


Rav Sheshet raised an objection: And is it permitted to purchase 

produce from an ownerless field worth only the value of three 

meals and no more? He raised a contradiction from a mishna 

(Shevi'it 9:1): Rue and sorrel, two types of herbs, and vegetables 

such as asparagus, purslane, coriander that is found in the 

mountains, water parsley of the rivers, and garden-eruca are all 

exempt from the requirement of tithes in all years, and they may 
be purchased from any person during the Sabbatical Year be- 
cause there is no plant of their species that is safeguarded. These 

plants are not cultivated but grow wild, rendering them ownerless. 
Apparently, these plants that grow wild may be purchased in any 
quantity, even from an am haaretz, with no three-meal limit. 


The Gemara continues. Rav Sheshet raised the objection, and 
he also resolved it: The Sages taught this halakha in the mishna 
with regard to food in the amount sufficient for his sustenance 
[man ]." These plants that the mishna excludes from the prohibi- 
tion against purchase from an am haaretz are still subject to the 
three-meal limit. And likewise, Rabba bar bar Hana said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: The Sages taught this halakha in the amount 
sufficient for his sustenance [man]. From where may it be 
inferred that man is a term meaning sustenance? It is as it is 
written: “And the king appointed [vayman] for them a daily 
portion of the king’s food” (Daniel 1:5). 


_ NOTES — 


Produce from a field that was safeguarded — wawa p3: The 
early authorities disagreed with regard to the halakhic status of 
produce that grew in a safeguarded field. Some asserted that 
although one may not safeguard fields during the Sabbatical 
Year, once the fruits are declared ownerless it is not prohibited 
o eat them (Rashi; one opinion in Josafot; Ramban; Rashba; 
Ritva; Rabbi Shimshon of Saens; Sefer HaHinukh). Others say 
hat produce from a field that was safeguarded during the 
Sabbatical Year is forbidden, and there is no remedy (Rashi's 
eachers; Rabbeinu Tam; Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). 

The Ra’avad distinguishes between produce from a field 
hat was safeguarded by a Jew, which is forbidden, and pro- 
duce in a field that was safeguarded by a gentile, which is 
permitted. The later authorities also disagree with regard to 
his matter. Some rule that produce from a field that was safe- 
guarded is prohibited (Rabbi Shlomo Surlau; Vilna Gaon; Pe‘at 
HaShulhan; Hazon Ish), while others permit one to use it (Rabbi 
Yosef Kurkus; see Arukh HaShulhan). 


Worth half an issar — x *¥MDa: It appears that the Rambam 
holds that the coin mentioned here, half an issar, is not meant 


as a specific amount. Even purchasing produce worth a peruta 
would be prohibited. However, according to the Ramban, the 
coin mentioned here, i.e., half an issar, is prohibited, and any 
less is permitted. 


Sufficient for his sustenance [man] — p3 123: In the Arukh 
LaNer the question is raised why the Gemara would use this ob- 
scure expression [man] instead of using a more conventional 
term. The author suggests a somewhat forced answer, that 
although the text of the mishna reads: And may be purchased 
from any [mikol] person, the original text may have read: From 
any [min kol] person. In that case, rather than read it as: From 
any person [min kol adam], it could be read: The sustenance of 
any person [man kol adam]. Others prove that the word man 
means food by citing the manna [man] that the Jewish people 
ate in the desert, as it is written: “And when the children of Is- 
rael saw it, they said one to another: It is man, for they knew not 
what it was” (Exodus 16:15). The people called the manna man, 
a general term for food, because there was no word in their 
vocabulary that could apply specifically to that unusual source 
of sustenance (Kappot Temarim; see Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 
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BACKGROUND — 


Sabbatical-Year produce — my»aw niva: This inscription, 
found in a mosaic in the ancient city of Rehov, near Beit She’an, 
is dated to the seventh century and contains a variety of hala- 
khot pertaining to the Sabbatical Year. Some of the halakhot 
are a version of a baraita that appears in the Jerusalem Talmud. 
This inscription is therefore the oldest portion of the Oral Law 
to have been found. 


Rehov inscription 


HALAKHA 

Purchase Sabbatical-Year produce — myyaw niva mip: It is 
prohibited to purchase any amount of Sabbatical-Year pro- 
duce from an am ha‘aretzif it is produce that usually grows in a 
field that is typically safeguarded, e.g., figs and pomegranates. 
However, it is permitted to purchase Sabbatical-Year produce 
from an am haaretz if it is produce that typically grows in a 
field wild and ownerless, e.g., rue, sorrel, etc. He may purchase 
only small quantities, worth no more than the value of three 
meals, to enable the seller to subsist (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 8:12). 
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NOTES 


Lulav...of the sixth year - ww 53 abs: With regard to the 
halakhot of trees in the Sabbatical Year, there is a dispute as to 
the permitted use of the /ulav during the Sabbatical Year. Is it 
permitted because it grew during the sixth year, or is it permit- 
ted because the halakhot of the Sabbatical Year do not apply 
to the lulav at all? There is a practical difference between these 
reasons with regard to use of a lulav in the year following the 
Sabbatical Year (see Kappot Temarim). 


An etrog tree and other fruit trees — aa ain: The difference 
between an etrog tree and other trees is that other trees grow 
primarily from rainwater, and therefore it takes a significant 
amount of time for them to grow and ripen. In contrast, the 
etrog grows from rainwater and from irrigation, rendering it 
similar to a vegetable in that sense. Furthermore, it is similar to 
a vegetable in the sense that an etrog, unlike fruit of other trees, 
continues to grow from one year to the next and does not have 
a fixed season when its growth is completed. 
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§ The Gemara asks: If so, if one may not purchase produce from 
an am ha‘aretz lest he misuse the money, it should also be pro- 
hibited to give him money and purchase a lulav from him during 
the Sabbatical Year. The Gemara answers: The mishna is dealing 
with a case where the lulav is of the sixth year" that is entering 
the seventh year. As it grew during the sixth year, it is permitted, 
even though it was removed from the tree during the seventh 
year. The fact that it remained on the tree between Rosh Ha- 
Shana and Sukkot does not render it Sabbatical-Year produce. 
The Gemara objects: If so, the etrog,® too, is an object of the 
sixth year that is entering the seventh year and should have the 
same status. The Gemara answers: With regard to an etrog, as 
opposed to a lulav, in determining its status we go according to 
its picking and not when it grew. Therefore, in that case, the 
etrog is considered to be Sabbatical-Year produce. 


The Gemara objects: But both Rabban Gamliel and Rabbi 
Eliezer, who disagree about the status of an etrog that grew in 
one year and was picked in the following year in terms of deter- 
mining its year for the halakhot of tithing, agree with regard to 
the halakhot of the Sabbatical Year that with regard to an etrog 
we go according to its ripening, as we learned in a mishna 
(Bikkurim 2:6): The halakhic status of the fruit of an etrog tree 
is like that of a typical fruit tree" in three manners and like that 
of a vegetable in one manner." 


The mishna elaborates: Its halakhic status is like that ofa tree in 
three manners: With regard to orla, i.e., it is prohibited to eat 
of its fruit during the first three years after its planting; with 
regard to fourth-year produce, i.e., fruits that grow during the 
fourth year after the tree’s planting, which may not be used 
outside of Jerusalem unless they are deconsecrated by means of 
redemption; and with regard to the Sabbatical Year. With re- 
gard to all those halakhot, the year to which the fruit is ascribed 
is determined by when it ripens. And its halakhic status is like 
that of a vegetable in one manner: 


BACKGROUND 


Etrog — xn: The majority of trees that grow in Eretz Yisrael 
are sustained primarily by rainwater. Even if they are irrigated, 
it is only to supplement the rainfall. However, the etrog re- 
quires frequent irrigation and in that regard it is similar to 
vegetables. Another aspect of the etrog that distinguishes it 


The halakhot of etrog with regard to the Sabbatical Year 
and tithing - wya manwa sny T: The etrog is differ- 
ent from other fruits, and its halakhic status is like that of 
vegetables in the sense that with regard to the halakhot of 
both tithing and the Sabbatical Year, its status is determined 
by the date it was picked from the tree. With regard to tithes, 
if it was picked before the fifteenth of Shevat during the third 
year of the Sabbatical-Year cycle, one is obligated to separate 
poor man's tithe from it although the fruit ripened during the 


HALAKHA 


from other fruits is the fact that it does not have a set season 
during which it blossoms, grows, and ripens. Rather, it can 
blossom at any point during the year. Additionally, the fruits 
themselves continue to grow on the tree until they are picked; 
they do not fall on their own. 


second year. If it was picked prior to the fifteenth of Shevat 
during the fourth year, one is obligated to separate second 
tithe although it ripened during the third year. The same is 
true with regard to the Sabbatical Year. Even if the fruit ripened 
during the sixth year, if it was picked during the seventh year it 
is considered Sabbatical-Year produce. However, in that case, 
an additional stringency is imposed and one tithes that pro- 
duce as if it were sixth-year produce (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 4:12, Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni1:5-6). 
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It is like a vegetable in that at the time of its picking it is tithed; 
this is the statement of Rabban Gamliel. If it was picked in the 
third year of the Sabbatical cycle, poor man’s tithe is separated 
although it ripened in the second year, when the obligation is to 
separate second tithe and not poor man’s tithe. Rabbi Eliezer says: 
The halakhic status of the fruit of an etrog tree is like that of a 
typical fruit tree in every matter. In any case, with regard to ascrib- 
ing the status of Sabbatical-Year produce to the fruits, it is apparent 
from the mishna that the status of an etrog of the sixth year that 
was picked in the seventh year is that of sixth-year produce. 


The Gemara answers: It was the tanna of the mishna that distin- 
guishes between the lulav and the etrog who stated his opinion in 
accordance with the statement of that tanna, as it is taught in a 
baraita that Rabbi Yosei said that Avtolemos, one of the Sages, 
testified in the name of five Elders: The status of an etrog is de- 
termined by the time of its picking with regard to the halakhot of 
tithes." And our Sages were counted in Usha,’ reached a decision, 
and said: The status of an etrog is determined by the time of its 
picking both with regard to the halakhot of tithes and with regard 
to the halakhot of the Sabbatical Year." 


The Gemara questions the formulation of the baraita: With regard 
to the Sabbatical Year, who mentioned it? As no previous men- 
tion was made of the Sabbatical Year, the discussion of the status 
of an etrog during the Sabbatical Year is a non sequitur. The 
Gemara answers: The baraita is incomplete, and this is what it 
is teaching: The status of an etrog is determined by the time of 
its picking with regard to the halakhot of tithes and determined 
by the time of its ripening with regard to the Sabbatical Year. 
And our Sages were counted in Usha and said: The status of an 
etrog is determined by the time of its picking both with regard 
to the halakhot of tithes and with regard to the halakhot of the 
Sabbatical Year. 


§ The Gemara resumes its discussion of the mishna: The reason 
that a lulav may be purchased from an am ha‘aretz during the Sab- 
batical Year is specifically that it is a lulav of the sixth year that is 
entering the seventh. This indicates by inference that a lulav of 
the seventh year is sacred with the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year. 
The Gemara asks: Why is it sacred? It is merely wood, and wood 
is not subject to the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year, as it was 
taught in a baraita: With regard to reed leaves and vine leaves’ 
that one piled for storage upon the field," if he gathered them 
for eating, they are subject to the sanctity of the Sabbatical 
Year;" if he gathered them for use as wood, e.g., for kindling, they 
are not subject to the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year. Appar- 
ently, wood or any other non-food product is not subject to the 
sanctity of the Sabbatical Year. 


The Gemara answers: It is different there, in the case of the reed 
and vine leaves, as the verse states: “And the Sabbatical produce 
of the land shall be for you for food” (Leviticus 25:6). From the 
juxtaposition of the term: For you, and the term: For food, it is 
derived: For you is similar to for food; the sanctity of the Sab- 
batical Year takes effect on those items whose benefit and whose 
consumption coincide.’ Wood is excluded, as its benefit is 
subsequent to its consumption. The primary purpose of kindling 
wood is not accomplished with the burning of the wood; rather, 
it is with the charcoal that heats the oven. Therefore, it is not 
subject to the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year. 


The Gemara objects: But isn’t there wood used to provide heat 
(Rabbeinu Hananel), whose benefit coincides with its consump- 
tion? Rava said: Undesignated wood exists for fuel, i.e., charcoal, 
so its benefit is subsequent to its consumption. 


HALAKHA 

Etrog with regard to tithes — nitwyna siny: The hal- 
akhic status of an etrog is that of a vegetable with regard 
to the halakhot of tithes. For the purposes of tithes, any 
etrog picked from the tree after the fifteenth of Shevat 
is attributed to the year when it was picked, even if it 
ripened the year before. This ruling is in accordance with 
the consensus of the Sages of Usha (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 1:5). 


Etrog with regard to the Sabbatical Year — 31nx 
Mmyrawa: Classification of an etrog as a Sabbatical-Year 
etrog is determined by when it is picked. Therefore, the 
status of an etrog picked during the Sabbatical Year is that 
of Sabbatical-Year produce (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Shemitta VeYovel 4:12). 


Reed leaves and vine leaves with regard to the Sab- 
batical Year - reyava 0a y Dap by: The status of 
produce not typically used as food for people or for ani- 
mals depends on the intention of the person gathering 
it. If he gathered it for use as kindling, its status is that of 
wood. However, if he gathered it for use as food, its status 
is that of Sabbatical-Year produce (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta Ve Yovel 5:11). 


BACKGROUND 


Usha - xwx: Usha was a town in the Galilee and the seat 
of the Sanhedrin for a generation (c. 140 CE). After the bar 
okheva revolt (132-135 CE), when the Jewish community 
in Eretz Yisrael was almost completely destroyed, those 
scholars who survived the revolt began to assemble in 
Usha, where the Nasi of the Sanhedrin, Rabban Shimon 
ben Gamliel 1, lived. The surviving students of Rabbi Akiva 
accepted his spiritual leadership. Although they were scat- 
ered throughout the Galilee, they recognized Usha as the 
center of Torah study and as the seat of the Sanhedrin. 
n Usha, the Sages of that generation instituted many 
important ordinances, known as the rabbinical ordinances 
instituted in Usha. From there, for what was apparently a 
brief period, the Sanhedrin moved to Shefaram. 


Reed leaves and vine leaves — 093 oy Dp by: The 
use of vine leaves as food or as wrapping for food is prac- 
ticed even today. Reed leaves were also used in this way 
while still young and soft. Bamboo shoots are also eaten 
nowadays. 


NOTES 


That one piled for storage [hova] upon the field - 3237 
nain: Most of the commentaries interpret the term hova 
as hiding place, meaning that one collected the leaves 
into storage. Others explain that it means that the leaves 
remain moist (Meiri). With regard to the halakhic status of 
the leaves, Tosafot noted that the question of whether or 
not one collected the leaves for hiding determines their 
halakhic status. If he gathered the leaves in small quanti- 
ties, apparently his intention was to use them as fodder; 
however, if he gathered and stored them away, he may 
have intended to use them for kindling (Kappot Temarim). 


Wood whose benefit and whose consumption co- 
incide - Mw inya inx3aw: Most types of wood are 
exempted from the halakhot of the Sabbatical Year, as 
those halakhot apply only to items whose benefit and 
consumption coincide. Therefore, the /ulav is included in 
the prohibition, as its typical use is as a broom. Since with 
each sweeping action the broom wears away a little, its 
benefit and consumption coincide. However, according 
to Rava, the few species of tree about which it can be 
said that benefit and consumption coincide are rendered 
irrelevant by the majority of trees, from which benefit is 
derived after their consumption. 
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NOTES 


The matter of kindling wood is a dispute between 

tanna’im — S71 aA mppad Dry: The geonim had a vari- 

ant reading of the Gemara: Rav Kahana said that the matter 
of kindling wood is a dispute between tannaiim. According 

to that version, this is a second answer to the question: But 
isn't there wood used to provide heat, whose benefit coin- 
cides with its consumption? The answer is: There is a dispute 
between the tanna‘im whether or not the concept: Benefit 
coincides with its consumption, is indeed a determining 

factor with regard to the halakhot of the Sabbatical Year, as 
Rabbi Yosei holds that it is not a determining factor. Accord- 
ing to this reading, the opinion that wood is sacred with the 
sanctity of the Sabbatical Year is that of Rabbi Yosei. 


Rabbi Yosei’s opinion — »p¥» 7 mow: The Ra'avad writes 
that Rabbi Yosei’s statement here seems to be consistent 
with another statement of his in tractate Nedarim that con- 
siders laundering an essential human need. Therefore, the 
halakhic status of laundering is equal to that of eating with 
regard to the Sabbatical Year. 


HALAKHA 

Sabbatical-Year produce for soaking and launder- 
ing - D33) mend myraw niva: The Sabbatical-Year pro- 
duce whose typical use is not for soaking flax, for launder- 
ing, or as a remedy, may not be used for those purposes, in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis in their dispute 
with Rabbi Yosei (Rambam Sefer Zera‘iim, Hilkhot Shemitta 
VeYovel 5:10). 


LANGUAGE 
Remedy [melugma] - xay: From the Greek pdadaypa, 
malagma, meaning bandage or dressing on a wound. 


Perek III 
Daf4o Amud b 


LANGUAGE 
Emetic [apiktoizin] — pivpax: Possibly from the Greek 
éxmTvoIGc, ekptusis, meaning expectoration, vomiting, or an 
agent that causes vomiting. 


HALAKHA 
Use of Sabbatical-Year produce - maw nivaa wya: 
One may not use Sabbatical-Year produce for any purpose 
other than eating: Neither for sprinkling, nor for medicinal 
purposes, nor for soaking, nor for laundering. This ruling is 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer 
Zeraiim, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 5:10). 
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§ The Gemara notes: The matter of whether kindling wood, 
whose benefit is subsequent to its consumption, is subject to the 
sanctity of the Sabbatical Year is a dispute between tanna’im," as 
it is taught in a baraita: One may neither transfer Sabbatical- 
Year produce, e.g., wine, for soaking flax to prepare it for spin- 
ning, as the benefit derived from the flax is subsequent to its 
soaking, when the soaked and spun thread is woven into a gar- 
ment; nor for laundering with it, as the benefit derived is subse- 
quent to the laundering when one wears the clean clothes." Soak- 
ing the flax or laundering the garment in wine is consumption of 
the wine, as it is no longer potable. Rabbi Yosei' says: One may 
transfer Sabbatical-Year produce for those purposes. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the statement of the 

first tanna? It is as the verse states with regard to Sabbatical-Year 

produce: “For food,” from which it is inferred: And not for soak- 
ing and not for laundering. What is the rationale for the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yosei permitting one to do so? It is as the verse 

states: “For you,’ from which it is inferred: For you, for all your 

needs, and even for soaking and for laundering. The Gemara 

asks: But according to the first tanna, isn’t it written: “For you”? 

How does he explain that term? The Gemara answers: From that 

term “for you” it is derived: For you, similar to for food; the 

sanctity of the Sabbatical Year takes effect on those items whose 

benefit and whose consumption coincide, which excludes 

soaking and laundering, where the items’ benefit is subsequent 

to their consumption. 


The Gemara asks: But according to Rabbi Yosei, isn’t it written: 
“For food,” indicating that it may not be used for any other pur- 
pose? The Gemara answers: He needs that phrase to teach: For 
food, and not for a remedy [melugmal],' as it is taught in a ba- 
raita: For food and not for aremedy. The baraita continues: Do 
you say: For food and not for a remedy, or perhaps it is only: 
For food and not for laundering? When the verse says: “For 
you,’ for laundering is already stated as permitted since it in- 
cludes all one’s bodily needs. How, then, do I uphold that which 
the verse states: “For food”? It is: For food, and not for a rem- 
edy. And should one ask: What did you see that led you to in- 
clude the use of Sabbatical-Year produce for laundering and to 

exclude the use of Sabbatical-Year produce as a remedy? 


Rabbi Yosei could respond: I include laundering, which applies 
equally to every person, as everyone needs clean clothes, and 
I exclude a remedy, which does not apply equally to every 
person; it is only for the ill. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught that which the 
Sages taught in a baraita with regard to Sabbatical-Year produce: 
For food, and not for a remedy; for food, and not for sprin- 
kling wine in one’s house to provide a pleasant fragrance; for 
food, and not to make it an emetic [apiktoizin]' to induce 
vomiting? In accordance with whose opinion is this baraita? It 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as, if it were 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, isn’t there also 
soaking and laundering that should have been excluded in the 
baraita, as in their opinion, use of Sabbatical-Year produce for 
those purposes is prohibited?4 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


TYPE MDI pes TS ETO 
TIPR BOY SNMP TINE 
mon pipan 


DNIT - why cart MAYY own 
ah pods 10 NII Sawn mwa’ 
Jui) Mpa i -raaa EAN sy” 
D037- MYV ND [IMI IN) bbn 
sy pa- wip na wip wnb 
pa- myag as bon py pa npn 

hn pirana TN 


ND "TDN NIAD I NT PNP IN 
DP ays} = yon amd way 
AI pi IT WN NANT XVI Ta 
Ow APAY TWP TN TNT Nia XPT 
nivaa piy KYI OT 13) yaw 
vovon ny azin nid - mya 
neta bain nwa AKW wos ne) 
Y: a Pap inann by wg wn 
mn “yyw 33200 NAN 


KA BM TT KIP NT WYDR IN 
bainz: ANT = yon FD vay 
IX- PINN DEIR wp mn "wap NI 

PATIN Nain MWI 


PMP om shy III PINI KAN 
AWOR ITT OND KAN PAY INT 
1D” OW OT Me DDIN Myaw 
wip an rash man wap xem bap 
DYAW Kx - WK) VAT NY BIN 

APON PATIN BSI 


§ Rabbi Elazar said: Sabbatical-Year produce is deconsecrated 
only by means of purchase; however, it cannot be deconsecrated 
through redemption. Merely declaring that the sanctity 
of that produce is transferred to money or other produce is inef- 
fective. Rabbi Yohanan said: It is deconsecrated both by means 
of purchase and by means of redemption." 


What is the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Elazar? It is as it is 
written: “In this year of Jubilee you shall return every man unto 
his possession” (Leviticus 25:13), and juxtaposed to it it is written: 

“And if you sell an item to your neighbor” (Leviticus 25:14); this 
indicates that in the Jubilee Year, during which the halakhot of the 
Sabbatical Year are in effect, one deconsecrates the produce by 
means of purchase and not by means of redemption. The Gemara 
asks: And Rabbi Yohanan, what is the rationale for his opinion? 
It is as it is written: “For it is a Jubilee; it shall be consecrated 
unto you” (Leviticus 25:12); this indicates that just as one redeems 
consecrated items both by means of purchase and by means of 
redemption, so too, Sabbatical-Year produce can be redeemed 
both by means of purchase and by means of redemption. 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Yohanan, what does he do with this 
juxtaposition of the Jubilee Year to the verse: “If you sell an item”? 
The Gemara answers: He needs it to derive a halakha in accor- 
dance with that statement of Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, as it is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina says: Come and 
see how severe even the hint of violation of the prohibition of the 
Sabbatical Year" is; as the prohibition against commerce with 
Sabbatical-Year produce is not one of the primary prohibitions of 
the Sabbatical Year, and its punishment is harsh. A person who 
engages in commerce with Sabbatical-Year produce" is ultimate- 
ly punished with the loss of his wealth to the point that he is forced 
to sell his movable property” and his vessels, as it is stated: “In 
this year of Jubilee you shall return every man unto his possession’ 
(Leviticus 25:13), and juxtaposed to it, it is written: “And if you 
sell an item to your neighbor” (Leviticus 25:14). 


1) 


The Gemara asks: And Rabbi Elazar, what does he do with this 
verse from which Rabbi Yohanan derived his opinion? The 
Gemara answers: He needs it to derive in accordance with that 
which is taught in a baraita: “For it is a Jubilee; it shall be conse- 
crated unto you” (Leviticus 25:12); just as the sanctity of conse- 
crated items takes effect on money or objects in exchange for 
which they are redeemed, so too, the sanctity of Sabbatical-Year 
produce takes effect on money or objects in exchange for which it 
is redeemed." 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar, and it is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan." The Gemara elaborates that it is taught in a 
baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar: Sabbat- 
ical-Year sanctity takes effect on money or objects in exchange for 
which the produce is redeemed, as it is stated: “For it is a Jubilee; 
it shall be consecrated unto you”; just as the sanctity of conse- 
crated items takes effect on money or objects in exchange for 
which they are redeemed and it is prohibited to use the money for 
non-sacred purposes, so too, the sanctity of Sabbatical-Year pro- 
duce takes effect on money or objects in exchange for which it is 
redeemed, and it is prohibited to use this money for purposes for 
which Sabbatical-Year produce may not be used. 


The manner of deconsecrating Sabbatical-Year produce — 
myaw bien ‘11: Sabbatical-Year produce may be redeemed 
only by means of purchase. This restriction applies exclusively 
to produce that grew during the Sabbatical Year, but not to 
produce that was exchanged for Sabbatical-Year produce. Al- 
though that produce exchanged for Sabbatical-Year produce 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 


Deconsecrated...by means of purchase — Baaai] 
npa JIT: Ostensibly, redemption typically involves 
deconsecration of one item by means of transferring 
its sanctity to another item or to money. However, the 
Gemara later states that Sabbatical-Year produce retains 
its sanctity even after redemption. This supports the 
opinion of Rav Ashi, who states that this deconsecra- 
tion applies only to the secondary produce exchanged 
for Sabbatical-Year produce. This secondary produce is 
deconsecrated when its sanctity is transferred to another 
object (Arukh LaNer). 


The hint of violation of the prohibition of the Sab- 
batical Year - mya by mpats: This is referred to as the 

hint of violation of the prohibition of the Sabbatical Year 
because engaging in commerce with Sabbatical-Year 
produce is not the primary prohibition of the Sabbatical 

Year. The primary prohibition is working the land (Rashi; 

Tosafot). Alternatively, it is referred to as a hint because 

the prohibition against engaging in commerce is a sub- 
category of the prohibition against storing produce for 
use in the eighth year (Arukh). 


A person who engages in commerce with Sabbatical- 
Year produce - nwa nivaa jin Kwi OAK: Tosafot on 
tractate Kiddushin explain thatit is possible to claim that 
one receives this harsh punishment only for violation of 
the more severe prohibitions of the Sabbatical Year, but 
since the punishment here is that he is forced to sell his 
property, and presumably the punishment fits the crime, 
apparently his sin was also related to buying and selling. 


Is ultimately forced to sell his movable property, etc. - 
n31 voeben ms rain qio: The Gemara in tractate Kid- 
dushin interprets the juxtaposition of the subsequent 
verses homiletically. If one does not change his ways 

he will be forced to sell his land (see Leviticus 25:15-16). 
If he continues to sin, ultimately he will be forced to sell 

his house (see Leviticus 25:29-34). If he fails to repent, 
he will become impoverished and in need of loans (see 

Leviticus 25:35). If he still does not repent, he will be 

forced to sell himself into servitude to another Jew (see 

Leviticus 25:39-40). Finally, if he continues to sin, he 

will be forced to sell himself to a non-Jew (see Leviticus 

25:47-55). 


Itis taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan — pri A179 mma xan: Rashi cites 
proof for the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan that Sabbatical- 
Year produce can be deconsecrated by means of re- 
demption and not only by means of purchase from the 
use in the baraita of the term hillul, which is understood 
as referring to deconsecration by means of redemption, 
not by means of purchase. In the Kappot Temarim Rashi’s 
proof is rejected, as Rabbi Elazar himself uses the same 
term with regard to purchase: Sabbatical-Year produce 
is deconsecrated [mithallelet] only by means of pur- 
chase. Rather, the proof is from the fact that the baraita 
links Sabbatical-Year produce to second-tithe produce, 
which is certainly deconsecrated without purchase. In 
the Arukh LaNer, Rashi’s proof is explained. Rabbi Elazar 
used the term mithallelet in reference to purchase be- 
cause there he said explicitly: Mithallelet only by means 
of purchase. However, when the term hillul is used un- 
modified, it certainly refers to deconsecration by means 
of redemption and not exclusively to deconsecration by 
means of purchase. 


is sanctified, the sanctity can be transferred to another object 
or to money either by means of purchase or by means of re- 
demption. This ruling is based on the Jerusalem Talmud, where 
it is understood that Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar do not 
disagree with regard to this matter (Radbaz; Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta Ve Yovel 6:8). 


The sanctity of Sabbatical-Year produce takes effect on 
money for which it is redeemed — 
Sabbatical-Year produce is intrinsically sacred. If it is sold, the 
money used to purchase it is consecrated, but the Sabbatical- 
Year produce retains its sanctified status (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 5:6). 


mat Ts DDIIN mya: 
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HALAKHA 

The last item purchased assumes the consecrated sta- 
tus of produce of the Sabbatical Year — D333 jian jiny 
myyawa: If one sells Sabbatical-Year produce, the money 
he receives is consecrated. If one purchases an item with 
that money, the object purchased is consecrated while 
the money reverts back to non-sacred status. The same is 
true for any subsequent exchanges; the final item is sacred. 
However, as stated in the Gemara, the original Sabbatical- 
Year produce always retains its sanctity (Rambam Sefer 
Zeraiim, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 5:7). 


Deconsecrating Sabbatical-Year produce on animals — 
on bya by mya niva dion: When deconsecrating Sab- 
batical-Year produce or money that has the sanctity of the 
Sabbatical Year, one may deconsecrate them with slaugh- 
tered animals. However, one may not use birds or other 
living animals, whether domesticated or non-domesticated, 
since they procreate. The result would be an entire flock that 
is sacred. That would increase the potential for a situation 
where one would fail to treat them with the appropriate 
degree of sanctity (Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot Shemitta 
VeYovel 5:9). 


NOTES 


Second tithe — 3 wyn: Tosafot note that it is obviously 
permitted to purchase animals with second-tithe money; 
however, one may do so only in Jerusalem. The Sages pro- 
hibited doing so outside of Jerusalem. 
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Or perhaps extend the analogy and derive that just as the sanc- 
tity of consecrated items takes effect on money or objects in 
exchange for which they are redeemed, and the consecrated item 
assumes non-sacred status, so too, the sanctity of Sabbatical- 
Year produce takes effect on money or objects in exchange for 
which it is redeemed, and the Sabbatical-Year produce assumes 
non-sacred status. Therefore, the verse states: “It shall be con- 
secrated unto you,’ meaning: It shall be as it is. Although the 
sanctity of Sabbatical-Year produce takes effect on the money, the 
produce remains consecrated as well. 


The Gemara explains: How so? If one purchased meat with 
Sabbatical-Year produce, both this, the produce, and that, the 
meat, must be removed during the Sabbatical Year. The meat 
may be eaten only as long as the produce in exchange for which 
it was purchased may be eaten, i.e., as long as produce of that kind 
remains in the field. However, if he purchased fish in exchange 
for the meat, the meat emerges from its consecrated status, 
and the fish assumes consecrated status. If he then purchased 
wine in exchange for the fish, the fish emerges from its conse- 
crated status, and the wine assumes consecrated status. If he 
purchased oil in exchange for the wine, the wine emerges from 
its consecrated status, and the oil assumes consecrated status. 


Howso? The last item purchased assumes the consecrated status 

of produce of the Sabbatical Year," and the produce itself re- 
mains consecrated and forbidden and never loses its consecrated 

status. The Gemara notes: From the fact that the baraita teaches 

each case using the term: Purchased, purchased, apparently it 
means that by means of transaction, yes, the sanctity of the Sab- 
batical Year takes effect; however, by means of redemption, no, 
the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year does not take effect. 


The Gemara continues: It is taught in a baraita in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. Both Sabbatical-Year 
produce and second-tithe" produce are deconsecrated upon 
domesticated animals, undomesticated animals, and fowl, 
whether they are alive or whether they are slaughtered; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say: Upon slaugh- 
tered animals, they are deconsecrated; upon animals that are 
alive, they are not deconsecrated. The reason is that a rabbinic 
decree was issued lest one raise flocks from them. If one breeds 
a herd from that consecrated animal, the entire herd would be 
sacred and the potential for misuse of second-tithe property 
would be great." 


Rava said: This dispute between Rabbi Meir and the Rabbis 


is specifically with regard to male animals, which do not bear 
offspring. However, with regard to female animals, everyone 
agrees that upon slaughtered animals, produce is deconsecrat- 
ed, but upon animals that are alive, produce is not deconse- 
crated. The reason is that a decree was issued lest one raise 
flocks from the females, as typically they bear offspring. The 
Sages extended the decree to include males as well. From the fact 
that the baraita uses the term deconsecrated, and not the term 
purchased, apparently the sanctity of Sabbatical-Year produce 
takes effect by means of redemption as well. 
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Rav Ashi said: This dispute whether the sanctity of Sabbatical- 
Year produce takes effect by means of redemption or only by 
means of purchase is with regard to the original Sabbatical-Year 
produce" itself. However, with regard to secondary produce 
purchased in exchange for Sabbatical-Year produce, everyone 
agrees that its sanctity takes effect both by means of purchase 
and by means of redemption. And the fact that the baraita cited 
in support of the opinion of Rabbi Elazar teaches: Purchased, 
purchased, employing that term even with regard to secondary 
produce, and not the terms deconsecrated or redeemed, does not 
prove that sanctity takes effect only by means of purchase. Rather, 
since the tanna of the baraita taught the first clause of the halakha 
employing the term purchased, he taught the latter clause em- 
ploying the term purchased, even though sanctity takes effect 
even by means of redemption." 


Ravina raised an objection to the opinion of Rav Ashi: With 

regard to one who has a sela coin that has the sanctity of the Sab- 
batical Year and seeks to purchase a garment with it, how 
should he do so? He should go to the storekeeper whose store 

he typically patronizes and say to him: Give me fruits in ex- 
change for this sela, and the storekeeper gives him fruits. And 

then he says to the storekeeper: These fruits that you sold me 

and that assumed the sanctity of the Sabbatical Year are given to 

you as a gift. The storekeeper may then eat them as one eats 

Sabbatical-Year produce. And the storekeeper says to him: Here 

is a sela for you as a gift, and that person purchases with it what- 
ever he wants, as the sela was deconsecrated. Ravina asks: But 

here, isn’t it secondary produce, as the sela had previously been 

exchanged for the original Sabbatical-Year produce, and neverthe- 
less the baraita teaches: By means of purchase, yes, it is effective; 

by means of redemption, no, it is not? 


Rather, Rav Ashi said, contrary to the suggestion above, that the 
dispute is specifically with regard to secondary produce; how- 
ever, with regard to original produce, everyone agrees: By 
means of purchase, yes, it is deconsecrated; by means of re- 
demption, no, it is not deconsecrated. And with regard to that 
which is taught in the baraita cited in support of the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan: Both Sabbatical-Year produce and second-tithe 
produce are deconsecrated upon cattle, undomesticated animals, 
and fowl, indicating that the sanctity of Sabbatical-Year produce 
takes effect through both purchase and redemption. What is the 
meaning of Sabbatical-Year produce? It is referring to money 
exchanged for Sabbatical-Year produce but not to the produce 
itself. 


And the same must be said with regard to the second tithe men- 
tioned in this baraita, as, if you do not say so but say instead that 
the second tithe referred to in the baraita is actual second-tithe 
produce, isn’t it written with regard to the second tithe: “Then 
shall you turn it into money and bind up the money in your 
hand... and you shall bestow the money for whatsoever your soul 
desires” (Deuteronomy 14:25-26), indicating that second-tithe 
produce can be redeemed only with money, with which other 
food items may be purchased? Rather, the baraita must be refer- 
ring to money exchanged for second-tithe produce and not to 
the produce itself. Here, too, with regard to the Sabbatical Year, 
the baraita is referring to money exchanged for Sabbatical-Year 
produce and not to the produce itself. 


MI S HN A Originally, during the Temple era, the lu- 


lav was taken in the Temple for seven 
days, and in the rest of the country outside the Temple it was 
taken for one day." Once the Temple was destroyed, Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai’ instituted an ordinance that the lulav 
should be taken even in the rest of the country for seven days," 
in commemoration of the Temple." 


NOTES 


This dispute is with regard to the original Sabbatical-Year 
produce - ;iwx7 153 pina: In Kappot Temarim the question 
is raised: From where does Rav Ashi ascertain this? The answer 
here is that Rav Ashi followed the principle that disputes are 
minimized wherever possible, and based on this understand- 
ing all the different baraitot can be reconciled and are no 
onger contradictory. 


And in the rest of the country for one day — 1m% Of nym: 
The authorities disagree as to whether the halakhic status of 
Jerusalem is like that of the Temple or of the rest of the country. 
Rashi, Ritva, Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura, and many others hold 
hat the status of Jerusalem is like that of the rest of the country. 
The Rambam and Sefer Mitzvot Katan hold that its status is like 
hat of the Temple, and that consequently by Torah law the 
lulav is taken there all seven days. Many proofs were cited in 
support of both opinions. The ruling of the Rambam is based 
onan explicit ruling in the Jerusalem Talmud. 


In the rest of the country for seven days — Avaw nyaa: This 
should not be understood literally, as there is always a Shabbat 
in a seven-day period and the lulav is not taken on Shabbat. 
Rather, it means that the mitzva is in effect on all seven days 
of the Festival, and each year on Sukkot the lulav is taken every 
day that is not Shabbat (Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Meiri). 


HALAKHA 
Sale of Sabbatical-Year produce — nwa nY: Sabbatical- 
Year produce is deconsecrated only by means of purchase 
and not by means of redemption, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Ashi (Rambam Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot Shemitta 
VeYovel 6:8). 


Lulav in the Temple and in the rest of the country — ab 
Aya wpa: Originally, the practice was to take the lulav 
all seven days of the Festival in the Temple and to take it on the 
first day of the Festival everywhere else, in keeping with Torah 
law. Once the Temple was destroyed, Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai instituted that the four species were to be taken for 
seven days everywhere to commemorate the Temple (Ram- 
bam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 7:13, 15). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai — »3t 12 Jami» a7: Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai headed the Sanhedrin after the destruc- 
tion of the Second Temple. He was one of the greatest leaders 
in the history of the Jewish people. Rabban Yohanan ben Zak- 
kai was the youngest of Hillel the Elder's students; he lived to 
an old age and served as the leader of the Jewish people for 
many years. The Sages said of him that there was not a single 
area of Torah that he neglected. Despite his prominence, he 
was a modest individual who greeted every person he met, 
including gentiles in the marketplace. 

Even while the Temple stood he was acknowledged as a 
leading Torah scholar, and most of the Sages of that genera- 
tion were his students. When the Great Revolt erupted, Rabban 
Yohanan adopted a position strongly opposed to it, seeking 
to resolve it peacefully. As one of the leaders of the besieged 
Jerusalem, he was aware that the city would soon fall, and 
he succeeded in escaping with the help of several of his stu- 
dents in order to appear before the Roman general Vespasian, 
who received him warmly. When his prediction that Vespasian 
would be appointed emperor was fulfilled, Vespasian rewarded 
him by allowing him to establish a new center of Jewish Torah 
study and leadership in Yavne. Rabban Yohanan took this op- 
portunity to save the life of Rabban Gamliel as well. 

In Yavne, Rabban Yohanan succeeded in instituting a wide 
range of ordinances that offered hope for Jewish continuity 
in the absence of the Temple even as they served to com- 
memorate the Temple and promised the possibility of its ul- 
timate rebuilding. The results of his efforts are integral to the 
modern practice of halakhic Judaism. His students taught 
Torah throughout Eretz Yisrael following the destruction of 
the Temple, and he served as a mentor for Rabban Gamliel 
of Yavne, who succeeded him in the leadership capacity as 
the acting Nasi. 
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HALAKHA 

Day of waving — 4371 DY: Nowadays it is prohibited to eat 
he grain of the new crop until the seventeenth of Nisan, 
n accordance with the ordinance instituted by Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai and his interpretation of the verse: 
Until this selfsame day. Outside Eretz Yisrael, it is prohibited 
o eat new grain even on the seventeenth of Nisan due to 
he uncertainty with regard to the establishment of the 
new month and the resultant uncertainty with regard to 
he date. Therefore, one must wait until the evening of 
he eighteenth (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 293:1 and Orah 
Hayyim 489710). 


sae grain of the new crop during the Temple era -— 
was permitted to eat the grain of the new crop immediate- 
ly after the omer offering was sacrificed. Those who were 
distant and did not know precisely when the omer offering 
was sacrificed were permitted to eat the grain of the new 
crop from midday, as the court is diligent and would not 
allow the omer offering to be delayed beyond that point 
(Rambam Sefer Kedusha, Hilkhot Ma‘akhalot Assurot 10:2). 


NOTES 


And that for the entire day of waving it should be pro- 
hibited — Tox ina 437) DW X71: Tosafot note that Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai instituted several ordinances. Why, 
then, did the mishna cite this particular ordinance? They 
explain that it is because of the similarity between the 
ordinance with regard to the day of waving and the ordi- 
nance with regard to the /ulav. In both cases, prior to the 
destruction of the Temple there were different practices 
in different locales; after the ordinance was instituted, the 
practice was uniform everywhere. 


When is it that the Temple will be rebuilt — mass 207 
: As a result of several difficulties that arise, Rashi, Tosafot, 
and the Ritva understand that the Gemara here is referring 
to the construction of the third Temple that in the future 
will descend from Heaven fully built. That understanding 
avoids the problems related to building the Temple on the 
Festival, according to the suggestion in the Gemara that it 
is established on the fifteenth, and to building the Temple 
at night, according to the suggestion that it is established 
on the sixteenth at night. 

n the Kappot Temarim it is noted that not all difficulties 
are resolved by this understanding. Indeed, the Meiri is 
of the opinion that the possibilities raised in the Gemara 
result from concern that the court will err, and, motivated 
by their love for the Temple, they will rule that it is permit- 
ted to build the Temple at night and on the Festival. See 
Arukh LaNer for an extensive discussion of this issue from 
different perspectives. Several opinions cited there hold 
that the halakhic status of the altar is that of a Temple ves- 
sel, and vessels may be fashioned even at night. Therefore, 
the Gemara can be explained as referring to the establish- 
ment of the altar. 
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And for similar reasons, he instituted an ordinance that for the en- 
tire day of waving" the omer offering, it should be prohibited" to 
eat the grain of the new crop. It is prohibited to eat the grain of the 
new crop until the omer offering is brought and waved in the Temple 
on the sixteenth of Nisan. The offering was sacrificed in the morn- 
ing; however, after taking potential delays into consideration, the 
new crop remained prohibited until it was clear that the offering had 
been sacrificed. Practically speaking, it was prohibited to eat the new 
grain until the sixteenth of Nisan was over; it was permitted only on 
the seventeenth." Once the Temple was destroyed and there was no 
longer an omer offering sacrificed, it was permitted to eat the new 
crop on the sixteenth. However, Rabban Yohanan instituted an or- 
dinance that eating the new grain would remain prohibited until the 


seventeenth to commemorate the Temple. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: From where do we derive 
that we institute ordinances in commemo- 
ration of the Temple? Rabbi Yohanan said that it is as the verse 
states: “For I will restore health unto you and I will heal you of 
your wounds, says the Lord; because they have called you an 
outcast, she is Zion, there is none that seeks her” (Jeremiah 30:17). 
From the fact that the verse states: “There is none that seeks her,” it 
can be learned by inference that it requires seeking, i.e., people 
should think of and remember the Temple. That is the reason for 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai’s ordinance. 


§ The mishna continues: Rabban Yohanan instituted that for the 
entire day of waving the Omer offering, it is prohibited to eat the 
grain of the new crop. The Gemara asks: What is the reason for this 
ordinance? It is that soon the Temple will be rebuilt, and people 
will say: Last year, when the Temple was in ruins, didn’t we eat of 
the new crop as soon as the eastern horizon was illuminated, as 
the new crop was permitted immediately with the advent of the 
morning of the sixteenth of Nisan? Now, too, let us eat the new 
grain at that time. And they do not know that although last year, 
when there was no Temple, the illuminating of the eastern sky 
permitted one to eat the new grain immediately, now that there is 
a Temple, the omer offering permits one to eat the new grain. Until 
the omer offering is sacrificed, the new grain is not permitted. 


The Gemara asks: When is it that the Temple will be rebuilt’ in this 

scenario? If we say that it will be rebuilt on the sixteenth of Nisan, 
since in the morning the Temple was not yet built, the illuminating 

of the eastern sky permitted one to eat the new grain, as the omer 
offering could not yet be brought. Rather, say that it will be rebuilt 

on the fifteenth of Nisan or on some earlier date, in which case the 

new grain would not become permitted by the illuminating of the 

eastern sky. In that case, from midday and onward let it be permit- 
ted to eat the new grain, as we learned in a mishna in tractate 

Menahot: The people distant from Jerusalem, who are unaware of 
the precise time when the omer was brought, are permitted to eat 
the new grain from midday and onward because the members of 
the court are not indolent with regard to the omer and would not 
postpone bringing the offering after midday. 


The Gemara says: No, it is necessary to institute the ordinance only 
in the case where the Temple will be rebuilt at night, on the evening 
of the sixteenth, and there was no opportunity to cut the omer that 
night. Alternatively, it was necessary to institute the ordinance in 
the case where the Temple was built adjacent to sunset on the fif- 
teenth because there would not be sufficient time to complete all 
the preparations and sacrifice the offering by noon the next day. 
Therefore, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai instituted that the new grain 
is prohibited for the entire day of the sixteenth. Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak said: That is not the reason; rather, Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai stated his ordinance in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda, who said: It is prohibited by Torah law to eat the 
new grain until the seventeenth of Nisan, as it is written: 
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“And you shall eat neither bread, nor roasted grain, nor fresh 
grain, until this selfsame [etzem] day, until you have brought 
the offering of your God” (Leviticus 23:14), indicating until 
the essence [itzumo] of the day, and not the night before. 
And he holds that when the verse states: “Until,” the word 
until is inclusive, meaning that the grain is permitted only 
after the conclusion of the sixteenth. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai hold 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? But doesn’t 
he disagree with him, as it is taught in a baraita: Once the 
Temple was destroyed, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai insti- 
tuted that for the entire day of waving the omer offering, it 
should be prohibited to eat the grain of the new crop. Rabbi 
Yehuda said to him:" Isn’t it prohibited by Torah law, as it is 
written: “Until this selfsame day,’ which means: Until the 
essence of the day? Apparently, they have two divergent 
opinions. 


The Gemara answers: It is Rabbi Yehuda who is mistaken. He 
thought that Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai is saying it is pro- 
hibited by rabbinic law. And that is not so; he is saying it is 
prohibited by Torah law. The Gemara asks: But didn’t the 
mishna say: Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai instituted, indicat- 
ing that it is a rabbinic ordinance? The Gemara answers: What 
is the meaning of instituted? It means that he interpreted 
the verses in the Torah and instituted public notice for the 
multitudes to conduct themselves accordingly. 


MI S H NA Ifthe first day of the festival of Sukkot 


occurs on Shabbat, all of the people 
bring their lulavim to the synagogue’ on Shabbat eve, as it is 
prohibited to carry in a public domain on Shabbat. The next 
day, on Shabbat, everyone rises early and comes to the syna- 
gogue. Each and every one recognizes his lulav and takes it. 
This emphasis that each and every one recognizes his own lulav 
and takes it is because the Sages said: A person does not 
fulfill his obligation to take the lulav on the first day of the 
Festival with the lulav of another, and on the rest of the days 
of the Festival a person fulfills his obligation even with the 
lulav of another. Rabbi Yosei says: If the first day of the 
Festival occurs on Shabbat, and he forgot and carried the 
lulav out into the public domain, he is exempt from liability 
to bring a sin-offering for this unwitting transgression because 
he carried it out with permission, i.e., he was preoccupied 
with the performance of the mitzva and carried it out. 


G E M A From where are these matters de- 

rived, that one does not fulfill his ob- 
ligation with the lulav of another on the first day of the Festi- 
val? It is as the Sages taught that it is written: “And you shall 
take for yourselves on the first day the fruit of a beautiful tree, 
branches of a date palm, and boughs of a dense-leaved tree, 
and willows of the brook” (Leviticus 23:40). The use of second 
person plural in the phrase: “And you shall take,” indicates that 
there should be taking in the hand of each and every person." 
The word yourselves in the phrase “take for yourselves” means: 
From your own," to exclude a borrowed or stolen lulav. 
From here the Sages stated: A person does not fulfill his 
obligation on the first day of the Festival with the lulav of 
another unless the other gave it to him as a full-fledged gift, 
as in that case it belongs to him. 


NOTES 


Rabbi Yehuda said to him — mpm 931 b ‘vats: Most com- 
mentaries here (see Rav Ya'akov Emden: Heshek Shlomo) hold 
that this should be read: Rabbi Yehuda said. Since he was not 
a contemporary of Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, he could not 
have said it directly to him. Some explain that in this context, 
the phrase: To him, means: About him, i.e., he said this about 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai’s ordinance (Rabbi Elazar Moshe 
Horowitz). 


Bring their lulavim to the synagogue - ra ny prin 
DDI mad: It is prohibited to carry the lulav in the public 
domain on Shabbat even when it is permitted to take the lulav 
on Shabbat (see Meiri and others). 


Taking in the hand of each and every person -5 va an 
‘INK TMX: The early commentaries ask: This is a mitzva that is 
performed with one's body, and therefore it cannot be fulfilled 
by another performing it on his behalf. What, then, does this 
come to teach? They explain that it comes to clarify that the 
obligation to perform the mitzva is not incumbent upon the 
court or the priests on behalf of the entire congregation, as 
is the case with communal offerings. Rather, it is incumbent 
upon each and every individual (Meiri; see Kappot Temarim 
and Arukh LaNer). 


HALAKHA 


The word you means from your own — own „D37: One 
does not fulfill his obligation with a lulav belonging to another 
person on the first day of the Festival, even if the other lent it 
to him. He fulfills his obligation only if the other gave it to him 
as a gift (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 658:3). 
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BACKGROUND 
One thousand zuz - tt aby: In order to appreciate the 
enormity of this sum, it should be noted that this was 
equivalent to eight months of an average laborer's wages. 


HALAKHA 

A gift given on the condition that it be returned - mama 
sind nya by: One who is given a lulav by another on 
condition that he return it can fulfil his obligation with 
that /ulav even on the first day of the Festival, as a gift 
given on condition that it be returned is considered a 
gift. However, if he does not return the lulav, intention- 
ally or otherwise, he does not fulfill his obligation with it 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 658:4). 
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‘There was an incident involving Rabban Gamliel, and Rabbi 
Yehoshua,’ and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya,’ and Rabbi Akiva, 
who were all traveling on a ship during the festival of Sukkot 
and only Rabban Gamliel had a lulav, which he had bought 
for one thousand zuz.? Rabban Gamliel took it and fulfilled 
his obligation with it and then gave it to Rabbi Yehoshua as 
a gift. Rabbi Yehoshua took it and fulfilled his obligation with 
it and gave it to Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya as a gift. Rabbi 
Elazar ben Azarya took it and fulfilled his obligation with it 
and gave it to Rabbi Akiva as a gift. Rabbi Akiva took it and 
fulfilled his obligation with it and returned it to Rabban 
Gamliel. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need to say that Rabbi Akiva re- 
turned the lulav to Rabban Gamliel? The crux of the story is 
that each of the Sages fulfilled his obligation with the same lulav 
after receiving it as a gift. The Gemara answers: By including 
that detail, the tanna teaches us another matter in passing, 
namely that a gift given on the condition that it be returned™ 
is considered a full-fledged gift. Even if the owner stipulates 
from the outset that the gift would be returned, since he gives 
it as a gift in the interim, its halakhic status is that of a 


full-fledged gift. 


This is like that which Rava said, that in the case of one who 
says to another: Here is an etrog for you on condition that you 
return it to me, and the recipient took it and fulfilled his 
obligation with it, if he returned the etrog, he fulfilled his 
obligation of taking the etrog. However, ifhe did not return the 
etrog, he did not fulfill his obligation. Since he did not fulfill 
the condition, retroactively he never acquired the gift at all. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need to say that Rabban Gamliel 
bought this lulav for one thousand zuz? The Gemara answers: 
It is to inform you how beloved mitzvot were to them" 
to the extent that he was willing to pay an exorbitant sum to 
purchase a lulav. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yehoshua - yim va: This is Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Hananya the Levite, one of the leading Sages in the generation 
following the destruction of the Second Temple. He served as 
one of the Levite singers in the Temple. After its destruction, he 
was among the students who followed their primary teacher, 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, to Yavne. Rabbi Yehoshua lived a 
life of poverty, working as a blacksmith, and was recognized by 
all as one of the leading Torah authorities. While he disagreed 
with Rabban Gamliel’s rulings on several occasions, he ultimately 
accepted the authority of the Nasi. After Rabban Gamliel’s death, 
he served as a leader of the Sages. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya — myy ja why 937: One of the most 


A gift given on the condition that it be returned - naa by Tm 
sina: The early and later commentaries discuss the questions 
that arise from this matter. Primarily, the following question is 
raised: Given the principle that a gift that cannot be consecrated 
is not deemed a full-fledged gift, and apparently this gift can- 
not be consecrated since this gift must be returned, how is this 
conditional gift effective? They answer that even this kind of gift 
can be consecrated, except that it must be redeemed afterward 
(Sefer Hashlama and others). Alternatively, one can consecrate it, 
but that status expires at the time that it must be returned, as at 
that point the recipient of the gift no longer has ownership over 
the item and it is not within his power to consecrate it for any 


NOTES 


significant tannaiim in the generation following the destruction 
of the Temple, Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya descended from a family 
blessed with great wisdom, distinguished lineage, and wealth. 
His father, Azarya, was also a Torah scholar and an extremely 
wealthy man. Azarya supported his brother Shimon, one of the 
Sages, who is therefore referred to as Shimon, brother of Azarya. 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya was from a family of priests descended 
rom Ezra the Scribe, and there are traditions that draw paral- 
els between them. The Gemara describes how his knowledge, 
wealth, and family lineage led to his being chosen by the Sages 
o replace Rabban Gamliel as Nasi when the latter was removed 
rom his position of leadership after publicly humiliating Rabbi 
Yehoshua repeatedly (Berakhot 27b). 


longer (Rid). Another explanation is that the recipient of the gift 
is consecrating not the item itself but rather the value of his rights 
and the value of the benefits which accrued to him by virtue of 
his having the item, and that is a possession that can be properly 
consecrated (Ra’avad; see Josafot). 


To inform you how beloved mitzvot were to them — pinh 

why miwan myn maa: The Gemara typically addresses the mat- 
ters in a baraita in the order in which they appear. As such, this 
matter should have been addressed earlier. It was not addressed 
earlier so that it could lead in to the statement of Mar bar Amei- 
mar that follows (Kappot Temarim). 
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§ Mar bar Ameimar said to Rav Ashi: My father would pray 
with the four species" in his hand in an expression of his love for 
the mitzva. The Gemara raises an objection: A person should 
not hold phylacteries in his hand or a Torah scroll in his lap and 
pray while doing so;" neither should he urinate with them in his 
hand; nor should he sleep with them in his hand, neither a deep 
sleep nor a brief nap." 


And Shmuel said: With regard to a knife, a bowl full of food, a 
loaf of bread, or money," these items are similar to those men- 
tioned above; since he is concerned lest these items fall from his 
hand, he is distracted and he unable to concentrate on his prayers. 
Why, then, is that not the case with regard to lulav? It should be 
prohibited to hold the lulav during prayer for the same reason. The 
Gemara answers: There, in the cases listed above, they are not 
related to performance of a mitzva, and he is preoccupied with 
them. Therefore, that preoccupation distracts his focus from his 
prayers. Here, in the case of the four species, they are related to 
performance of a mitzva, so he is not preoccupied with them" 
in a manner that will distract him from his prayers. 


The Gemara cites support for the custom mentioned above, as it 
is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok says: This 
was the custom of the people of Jerusalem during the festival of 
Sukkot. A person leaves his house, and his lulav is in his hand; 
he goes to the synagogue, and his lulav is in his hand; he recites 
Shema and prays, and his lulav is in his hand; he reads the Torah 
and a priest lifts his hands to recite the priestly benediction, and 
he places it on the ground because he cannot perform those tasks 
while holding the lulav. He goes to visit the ill or to console 
mourners," and his lulav is in his hand; he enters the study hall 
to study Torah, and he sends his lulav home in the hands of his 
son, in the hands of his slave, or in the hands of his agent." 


The Gemara asks: What is the baraita teaching us by relating all 
these details that appear to establish the same practice? The 
Gemara explains: It is to inform you how vigilant they were in 
the performance of mitzvot and how much they cherished them. 


§ The mishna continues: Rabbi Yosei says that if the first day of 
the Festival occurs on Shabbat, and one forgot and carried the 
lulav out into the public domain, he is exempt from liability to 
bring a sin-offering. Abaye said: 


HALAKHA 


The prohibition against holding objects in one’s hands dur- 
ing prayer - myama wa DIN NPIN VD: It is prohibited for 
one who is praying to hold phylacteries or any sacred book in 
his hand, nor may he hold a full bowl, a knife, money, or a loaf 
of bread. Since he will be making certain that these items do 
not fall, he will be distracted and unable to concentrate on his 
prayers. If he holds them and recites the prayers, he must recite 
he prayers again (Bah). However, it is permitted to hold a lulav in 
one's hand while praying. Since he is fulfilling a mitzva in holding 
he lulav, it does not distract him from his prayers. For the same 
reason one may hold a prayer book as well. Even in the case of 
ems to which one would be indifferent were they to fall while 
praying, he should not hold them ab initio; however, if he held 
hem in his hand while praying, he fulfilled his obligation after 
he fact (Bah; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 96:1). 


Relieving oneself and phylacteries — pyam DSW Mwy: It is 
prohibited to enter a permanent bathroom while wearing phy- 


lacteries on one’s head, even if one intends only to urinate, lest 
he need to defecate as well (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 43:1). 


Sleeping with phylacteries — pyona TYP: It is prohibited 
for one to sleep either a substantial sleep or a brief nap while 
wearing phylacteries or while holding a sacred book in his hand 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 44). 


Holding the /ulav all day - binds ah mmx: The Rema writes, 
citing the Tur, that those vigilant in their performance of mitz- 
vot take the /u/av in their hands upon leaving their house for 
the synagogue and hold it in their hands throughout the entire 
prayer service. They then carry it back home, in an expression 
of love for the mitzva. Later authorities, however, write that in 
modern times one who does so is guilty of presumptuousness 
unless he is particularly renowned as a righteous individual. The 
prevalent custom is to hold the /ulav when reciting halle! and 
hoshanot (Beer Heitev; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 652:1). 


NOTES 


Father would pray with the four species - x? nby xIx 
ma byn: Given that this custom was already in practice 
among the people of Jerusalem, as mentioned in the 
baraita that follows, what is novel in the fact that Amei- 
mar did so as well? One possible answer is that perhaps 
the people of Jerusalem were allowed to pray while hold- 
ing the lulav because they held the lulav all day long. 
However, others who held it only for a short time would 
not be allowed to pray while holding it. Therefore, the 
practice of Ameimar was indeed novel (Sefat Emet). 


A knife.. .a loaf, or money — niya 23...20: It seems 
obvious that one may not hold these items while praying, 
as one may not hold even a Torah scroll. However, one 
could argue that the prohibition against holding a Torah 
scroll may be due to its sanctity; since one is focused on 
his prayers, he may come to drop the Torah. Therefore, 
Shmuel mentions these items to underscore that the 
issue is one of distraction from prayer (Sefat Emet). 


They are related to performance of a mitzva, so he is 
not preoccupied with them - 1712 Tw xd) II YN: 
One could suggest that since his preoccupation is with a 
mitzva, the Sages did not insist on preventing him from 
performing those actions, even though they distract him 
from his prayers (see Ritva). However, based on Rashi's 
commentary, apparently, when one holds an item of 
mitzva, although it is distracting due to his love of the 
mitzva, he is inspired to greater focus on his prayers. The 
same cannot be said for items that are not mitzva-related 
(see Rabbeinu Yehonatan and Ritva). 


To console mourners — pax ony: Although there is no 
mourning during the Festival and one does not console 
mourners during this time, undoubtedly the mourner has 
a heavy heart and his friends come to ease his pain with 
their company (Rav Sherira Gaon). 
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Perek III 
Daf 42 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

Lifting the four species - D277 naay: One who lifts the 
four species, whether all at once or in sequence, whether with 
his right hand or with his left, fulfills his obligation, provided 
he lifts them in the manner in which they grow, i.e., if he 
grasps the plant or fruit from the place where it was severed 
from the tree or branch and holds it upright. However, if he 
holds it upside down, not in the manner in which it grew, he 
does not fulfill his obligation (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Lulav 7:9; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 681:5). 


In a deferential manner...in a degrading manner - 777 
13 JV... 7143: One who grasps the species by means of 
another object has not fulfilled his obligation (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 651:7). 


Erred in the matter of a mitzva — M¥1 33713 myy: If one 
inadvertently carries a /ulav out from a private domain on the 
first day of the Festival that coincides with Shabbat during the 
Temple era, or if one carries it four cubits in the public domain, 
or if he unwittingly commits any transgression in the course 
of performing a mitzva, he is exempt from the obligation 
o bring a sin-offering. However, this is specifically in a case 
where he committed the transgression before he fulfilled his 
obligation. If he unwittingly commits the transgression after 
he fulfilled his obligation, he is liable to bring a sin-offering. 
This is the ruling of Rambam, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yosei. However, most halakhic authorities disagree 
and rule in accordance with the opinion of the Sages who 
hold that even one who commits an unwitting transgression 
in the course of performing a mitzva is liable to bring a sin- 
offering (Meiri; Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Shegagot 2:10). 


NOTES 

Among other birds [agappayim] — 0538 p3: See Rashi, who 
explains this to mean: Among other birds, which were sac- 
rificed as sin-offerings. According to that explanation, agap- 
payim means wings. The Ritva, however, interpreted this to 
mean: Between the places, as there was a place designated 
on the altar for all the sin-offerings and another place for the 
burnt-offerings, and the priest found the bird in the middle, 
and he assumed it was a sin-offering and ate it. 


Erred in the matter of a mitzva — 7179 3373 Aye: The full 
discussion of this subject is found in tractate Pesahim (72b) 
and in tractate Shabbat (ch. 19). Several possible distinctions 
are discussed there: Does this principle apply only prior to 
the performance of a mitzva or even after its performance? Is 
one exempt only in a case where he ultimately performs the 
mitzva or even in a case where he did not perform any mitzva 
at all? Is it only in a case where there are time constraints, as in 
that case it is reasonable to say that he was preoccupied, but 
not in cases where he is not pressed for time? 


One who slaughters the daily offering on Shabbat that 
is not properly inspected — PAIN XY TANT NN oniva 
nawa insdns: This ruling is unique to Rabbi Yosei, as in the 
halakhic midrash on Leviticus it is stated that he derives from 
the Torah that it is a requirement by Torah law to inspect the 
animal prior to sacrificing it as an offering (see Tosafot). 
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The Sages taught that he is exempt only in a case where he did 
not yet fulfill his obligation. However, if he already fulfilled 
his obligation and he carries the lulav out, he is liable to bring 
a sin-offering. The Gemara asks: Is it possible to carry the lulav 
without fulfilling one’s obligation? Didn’t he, from the moment 
that he lifted it, fulfill his obligation with it?" Abaye said: It is 
referring to a case where he overturned it and lifted it. One 
fulfills his obligation only when lifting it in the manner in which 
it grows. 


Rava said: Even if you say that it is referring to a case where 
he did not invert it, with what are we dealing here? It is with 
a case where he took the lulav out in a vessel and did not fulfill 
his obligation. The Gemara asks: But isn’t Rava the one who 
said that taking by means of another object is considered 
taking? The Gemara answers: This applies only when the ad- 
dition is in a deferential manner, for wrapping or ornamenta- 
tion. But if the addition is in a degrading manner," as in this 
case, where one places the lulav into a vessel and carries it that 
way, no, it is not considered taking. 


Rav Huna said that Rabbi Yosei would say: In the case of a 
bird sacrificed as a burnt-offering that is found among other 
birds" in one of the corners of the altar, and the priest thought 
that it was a bird sacrificed as a sin-offering and he ate it, as 
sin-offerings are eaten by priests, he is exempt from liability to 
bring a guilt-offering for misuse of consecrated items. The 
Gemara asks: What is Rav Huna teaching us? Is it that if one 
erred in the matter of a mitzva,“" he is exempt? This is identi- 
cal to that statement of Rabbi Yosei; what novel element is in- 
troduced by Rav Huna? 


The Gemara answers: It is lest you say that it is only there, in 
the case of carrying the lulav, that one who erred in a matter 
of a mitzva is exempt and that is because he performed a 
mitzva; however, here, with regard to mistakenly identifying 
the bird-offerings, where he erred in the matter of a mitzva 
but did not perform a mitzva at all, say no, in that case he 
would not be exempt from liability to bring a guilt-offering. 
Therefore, Rav Huna teaches us that he is in fact exempt. 


The Gemara raises an objection. Rabbi Yosei says: With re- 
gard to one who slaughters the daily offering on Shabbat that 
is not properly inspected, and a blemish is discovered that 
disqualifies the sacrifice, he unwittingly performed the prohib- 
ited labor of slaughtering on Shabbat. He is liable to bring a 
sin-offering, and he needs to bring a different daily offering. 
Even though he erred in a matter of a mitzva, he is liable. 


Rav Huna said in response to the objection: Proof may be cited, 
except not from that baraita, as it was stated concerning that 
baraita that Rav Shmuel bar Hatai said that Rav Hamnuna 

Sava said that Rav Yitzhak bar Ashian said that Rav Huna said 

that Rav said: It is referring to a case where they brought the 

sheep for the daily offering from a chamber in which there 

were sheep that are not inspected. Since under no circum- 
stances should one take a sheep for the daily offering from 

uninspected sheep, his error cannot be attributed to preoccupa- 
tion with the mitzva. Therefore, although he was engaged in 

performance ofa mitzva, he is not exempt from liability to bring 
a sin-offering. 
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A woman may receive a lulav. ..and return it — "wx nhap 
inpia: A woman may take the lulav from her husband or 
son and return it to water on the Festival. One may even add 
additional water to the receptacle in which the species are 
placed, but one may not change the water. During the interme- 
diate days of the Festival, one may even change the water. This 
halakha does not apply nowadays on Shabbat, when the lulav 
is not taken and is therefore set aside due to its mitzva for the 
entire Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 654:1). 


Aminor...in the mitzva of lulav- 37b3...197: Ifa minor knows 
how to wave the lulav properly, his father is obligated to acquire 
a lulav for him to train him in the mitzvot (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 


Hayyim 657:7). 


A minor... 


in the mitzva of ritual fringes — ms¥a....op: If 
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MI S H N A A woman may receive" a lulav from her son 

or from her husband and return it" on 
Shabbat to the water in which it had been placed. Rabbi Yehuda 
says: On Shabbat one may return the lulav to the water; and on the 
Festival one may even add fresh water to the vessel so the lulav will 
not wilt; and during the intermediate days of the Festival, one may 
even change the water. 


A minor who knows how to wave the lulav is obligated in the mitzva 
of lulav" due to the requirement to train him in the performance of 


mitzvot. 
GEMARA With regard to the halakha in the mishna 
that a woman may receive the lulav, the 
Gemara asks: That is obvious. Why would it be prohibited? The 
Gemara answers that it is necessary to state this lest you say: Since 
a woman is not subject to the obligation of the four species, as it is 
a time-bound, positive mitzva, say that she should not receive the 
lulav, as for her, moving the lulav is tantamount to moving set-aside 
objects and would therefore be prohibited. Therefore, the mishna 
teaches us that it is permitted. 


§ Itis taught in the mishna: A minor who knows how to wave 
the lulav is obligated in the mitzva of lulav. The Sages taught: A 
minor who knows how to wave the lulav is obligated in the mitzva 
of lulav; one who knows how to wrap himself in a garment, is 
obligated in the mitzva of ritual fringes;" if he knows to preserve 
the sanctity of phylacteries in a state of cleanliness, his father 
buys him phylacteries;" if he knows how to speak," his father 
immediately teaches him Torah and Shema. 


The Gemara asks: And in this context, what is the Torah taught to a 
child who has just learned to speak? Rav Hamnuna said: It is refer- 
ring to the verse: “Moses commanded us Torah, an inheritance of 
the congregation of Jacob” (Deuteronomy 33:4), underscoring the 
relationship between the Jewish people and the Torah. The Gemara 
asks further: And what is Shema taught to a child who has just 
learned to speak? The Gemara answers: It is referring to the first 
verse of Shema. 


The Sages continued: If the minor is one who knows to protect his 
body from ritual impurity, it is permitted to eat ritually pure food 
that came into contact with his body. If he is one who knows to 
protect his hands from ritual impurity, it is permitted to eat ritually 
pure food that came into contact with his hands. If he is one who 
knows to be asked and accurately clarify which objects he touched, 
his status is like that of an adult based on the following distinction: 
If the question was with regard to ritual impurity in the private do- 
main and it is a case of uncertainty, the item in question is deemed 
impure. However, if the question was with regard to ritual impurity 
in the public domain and it is a case of uncertainty, the item in 
question is deemed pure. If the minor is a priest who knows how to 
spread his hands and recite the priestly benediction, one distributes 
teruma to him in the granary as one would to any other priest. 


HALAKHA 


a minor knows how to wrap himself in a garment, his father 
buys him a garment with ritual fringes in order to train him. 
The Rema writes that this is defined as one who knows to 
place two of the fringes in front and two in back (Haggahot 
Maimoniyyot) and who knows to hold them in his hand while 
reciting Shema (Mordekhai). It is written in the name of the 
Sefer Yere'im that one should dress a child in ritual fringes from 
the age of three (Eliya Rabba; Shavarei Teshuva; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 654:1). 


A minor with regard to phylacteries — pyona Jop: Ifa minor 
knows how to preserve the cleanliness and sanctity of phy- 
lacteries, i.e., he knows not to sleep or break wind in them, his 
father is obligated to purchase a pair of phylacteries for him. The 
Rema cites the /ttur, which states that the minor in this case is 
one who is close to thirteen years and one day old, even though 


NOTES 

A woman may receive - TX nbapn: According to the 
Gemara, the reason a woman may take the lulav on Shab- 
bat is as follows: It is permitted for a man to move the four 
species and they are not set aside. It cannot be permitted 
only for men and not for women. Once it is permitted for 
some to move them on Shabbat, they are no longer set 
aside (see Rabbeinu Yehonatan). However, some add that 
since a woman is permitted, albeit not required, to fulfill 
the mitzva of lulav and even to recite a blessing, she is 
clearly allowed to move it on Shabbat (Rav Yehuda ben 
Rav Binyamin HaRofeh; Meir). 


Buys him phylacteries — pon b npib: The early com- 
mentaries already noted the difference in the language 
between the mitzvot of both lulav and ritual fringes, about 
which the baraita states that the child is obligated to fulfill 
those mitzvot, and the mitzva of phylacteries, where no 
mention is made of the child's obligation; rather, it is the 
father’s obligation to purchase phylacteries for him that is 
mentioned. Tosafot (in tractate Arakhin) explain that with 
regard to the other items discussed, the child could use 
one belonging to his father, or perhaps his father may have 
a spare. With regard to phylacteries, however, most people 
do not have a spare pair, nor do most people know how to 
fashion phylacteries; therefore, the father must purchase 
them (Kappot Temarim). 


he did not yet display signs of physical maturity. He notes that 
this was the practice among all Jewish communities. However, 
the custom developed to begin training boys in this mitzva 
before they reach majority. The customs vary, and some minors 
begin donning phylacteries in private from an even earlier age 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 37:3). 


A minor who...knows how to speak — rad. JP: One 
begins to teach a child Torah from the moment that he learns 
to speak. Customarily one begins by teaching him to recite 
the verse: “Moses commanded us Torah, an inheritance of the 
congregation of Jacob” (Deuteronomy 33:4), and the first verse 
of Shema. The custom also developed to teach him the letters 
of the Hebrew alphabet from his third birthday (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 245:5, 8). 
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HALAKHA 


A minor who knows how to slaughter - vinw> yt wp: 
Ifa child knows how to steady his hand and ritually slaugh- 
ter an animal, it is permitted for him to slaughter ab initio if 
an adult is standing over him in a supervisory capacity, and 
one may eat the meat of the animal that he slaughtered, 
in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara and the 
rulings of the Rosh, the Ran, and the Meiri. However, in 
modern times only a properly trained adult may ritually 
slaughter an animal ab initio (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 1:5). 


The feces of a minor - ppp Mix: When a child reaches the 
age where one typically eats an olive-bulk of grain in the 
time that it takes an adult to eat a half-loaf of bread, one 
must distance himself from the child's excrement and urine 
just as he would from those of an adult before reciting 
Shema or praying (Bah; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 811). 


A minor who is able to eat roasted meat - dion w? 
oy bioyd: A minor able to eat an olive-bulk of food, and ac- 
cording to Josafot specifically an olive-bulk of roasted meat, 
may be counted as a member of a group for the purpose of 
eating the Paschal lamb (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 5:3). 


NOIES — 
Able to eat an olive-bulk of grain - 331 73 Sion) bin»: 
The halakhic authorities disagreed, based on Rashi and 
others, whether this matter is dependent on the minor 
actually eating the grain, as the waste produced from its 
consumption is malodorous (Rabbeinu Yehonatan), or 
whether it is dependent on the age of the individual. Ac- 
cording to the second opinion, when the child reaches 
he age at which one is typically able to eat grain, even 
if he does not actually do so, one distances himself from 
his waste. 


And he that increases knowledge increases sorrow — 
IK por NYT Din: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is ex- 
plained that the reason is that at this age one already has 

improper thoughts and those improper thoughts are dis- 
cernible in him. That is the meaning of the verse: “And he 

hat increases knowledge, increases sorrow.’ 


According to every man’s eating - bors y) wy: Al- 
hough one might derive from the word man that a minor 
is excluded from being counted as a member of the group, 
since the Sages derived several other halakhot from that 
erm, e.g., that one may not slaughter a Paschal lamb for 
an individual, the conclusion is that a minor is not excluded. 


BACKGROUND 

In the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread - 134 
Dip TY: The time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread 
serves as a benchmark in many areas of halakha. Later 
authorities debate whether a half-loaf is the size of three 
or four egg-bulks. Opinions also vary with regard to the 
amount of time represented by this measure, especially 
with regard to foods whose time of consumption is not 
uniform. Opinions with regard to the duration of this pe- 
riod range from three to nine minutes. 
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If he is one who knows how to slaughter" an animal, one may 
eat from animals that he slaughtered. Rav Huna said: ‘That is the 
halakha provided that an adult is standing over him overseeing 
the slaughter. 


If he is one who is able to eat an olive-bulk of grain," one dis- 
tances himself four cubits from his feces" and from his urine be- 
fore praying or reciting Shema, as the feces and urine of a child at 
that stage of development produce offensive odors like those of an 
adult. Rav Hisda said: That is the halakha provided that the minor 
can eat the olive-bulk of grain in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf 
of bread.” However, if it takes him longer, one need not distance 
himself before praying. Rav Hiyya, son of Rav Yeiva, said: And 
with regard to an adult, even ifhe is unable to eat an olive-bulk of 
grain in the time it takes to eat a half-loaf of bread, one must dis- 
tance himself from his feces before praying, as it is written: “And 
he that increases knowledge, increases sorrow” (Ecclesiastes 
1:18)," meaning that as one grows older he becomes more flawed. 


Ifhe is one who is able to eat an olive-bulk of roasted meat," one 
slaughters the Paschal lamb on his behalf, and he is included in 
the group assembled to eat the Paschal lamb, as it is stated: “Ac- 
cording to every man’s eating" you shall make your count for the 
lamb” (Exodus 12:4). Rabbi Yehuda says: Ability to consume an 
olive-bulk is insufficient to include him in the group; rather, he is 
not included until he is able to discern what he is eating. How is 
that determined? If one gives him a pebble and he throws it away, 
and if one gives him a nut and he takes it, he may be included in 
the group for eating the Paschal lamb. 
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Virtually the entire chapter dealt with analyzing the mitzva of the four species. 


The identity of the species taken on the festival of Sukkot is determined from a tradi- 
tion transmitted by our ancestors. For all intents and purposes, there is no dispute 
with regard to major elements of the mitzva in terms of its performance, its time, and 
its place. “Branches ofa date palm,’ written in the Torah, refers to the lulav, one closed 
palm branch; “boughs of a dense-leaved tree” refers to three myrtle branches of the 
type that have three leaves emerging together from each level of the stem; “willows of 
the brook” refers to two willow branches that typically grow alongside a brook; “fruit 
of a beautiful tree” refers to the etrog. The mitzva is to take all the species together, 
with the lulav, myrtle branches, and willow branches in the right hand and the etrog 
in the left, and to wave them. In the interest of performing the mitzva aesthetically, 
the branches of the three species are bound together. 


Myriad halakhot were stated with regard to flaws that render the species unfit. Most 
of these flaws preclude their meeting the criterion of beauty, thereby rendering them 
unfit, as the Torah commands that these species be as beautiful as possible. This is 
especially true with regard to the etrog, which the verse characterizes as the fruit of a 
beautiful tree. Indeed, there are numerous halakhot that determine the imperfections 
that undermine the beauty of the etrog and render it unfit for the mitzva. 


Similarly, measures for the various species were established: The myrtle and willow 
branches must be three handbreadths; the lulav must be at least one handbreadth 
more; and the etrog must be large enough that its taking will be noticeable, i.e., an egg- 
bulk. Obviously, as is the case with regard to all other mitzvot, one must not fulfill 
the mitzva through performance of a transgression. Furthermore, on the first day of 
the Festival, one is obligated to fulfill the mitzva with four species that belong to him. 


When is one obligated to take the species? The Sages understood the verses as saying 
that on the first day, taking the four species is an obligation everywhere. While in 
the Temple, “before God” in the formulation of the verse, the obligation is to take 
the species all seven days. After the destruction of the Temple, Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai instituted that everywhere the species are to be taken all seven days, with the 
exception of Shabbat. 


Since the taking of the species is performed at the beginning of the year, a problem 
arises with regard to use of the species during the Sabbatical Year. Fundamentally, 
the conclusion is that the restrictions of the Sabbatical Year apply to the only fruit 
among the species, the etrog. One does not fulfill the mitzva with an etrog purchased 
with money that was exchanged for produce of the Sabbatical Year. 


These halakhot and others that emerge from them, e.g., the halakhot of disqualifica- 
tion with regard to mitzvot, were the primary focus of this chapter. 
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And you shall take for yourselves on the first day the 
fruit of a beautiful tree, branches of a date palm, and 
boughs of a dense-leaved tree, and willows of the brook, 
and you shall rejoice before the Lord your God seven 
days. 

(Leviticus 23:40) 


With joy you shall draw water out of the springs of 
salvation. 
(Isaiah 12:3) 


The mitzvot of the festival of Sukkot are divided into two categories, those whose 
obligation is in effect everywhere and those tied to the Temple. There are certain 
mitzvot whose fulfillment in the Temple is different from their fulfillment in outlying 
areas. The mitzva of taking the four species has one form and one procedure when 
performed in the outlying areas and another form and procedure when performed 
in the Temple. The fundamental connection between the mitzva of the four species 
and the Temple is derived from the verse in Leviticus (23:40). 


The first section of this chapter deals with analysis of different aspects of that 
connection. There are various problems in that regard as far as time is concerned: 
When does the obligation to take the species begin, and what are the differences in 
that regard between the Temple and outlying areas? How is the mitzva of the four 
species performed on Shabbat, on a Festival day, and during the intermediate days 
of the Festival? Destruction of the Temple engendered a new definition of halakhic 
time. What are its ramifications vis-a-vis the mitzva of lulav? What pre-destruction 
practices remain in effect after the destruction of the Temple, and which cease to be 
relevant once the Temple is no longer standing? And likewise, what is the procedure 
for taking the four species in the Temple relative to the procedure everywhere 
else? Answering the last question requires explaining how these procedures were 
performed in the Temple and how they were performed everywhere else. 


The second section of the chapter deals with another mitzva, the mitzva of the water 
libation on the festival of Sukkot. This mitzva, in addition to the standard, daily 
libation of wine, is not written in the Torah; rather, it is a tradition dating back to 
the revelation at Sinai. However, the general halakha contains within it numerous 
practical halakhot, and the Gemara explains the procedure in detail: Which water 
is used? From where is it brought? How is it poured on the altar? What mitzvot 
accompany this libation? 


Discussion of the mitzva of the four species in the Temple and in the outlying areas 
as well as a description of the water libation constitute the main focus of this chapter. 
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MI S HN The lulav is taken and the altar is encircled 

together with the willow branch either six 
or seven days," depending on which day of the Festival occurs on 
Shabbat. The obligation to recite the full hallel and the mitzva of 
rejoicing, i.e., eating the meat of the peace-offering, is in effect for 
eight days, seven days of Sukkot and the Eighth Day of Assembly. 
The mitzva of sukka and the ritual of the water libation on the altar 
are in effect for seven days. The flute is played in the Temple for 
five or six days, depending on which day of the Festival occurs on 
Shabbat, to enhance the rejoicing on the Festival. 


The mishna elaborates: The lulav is taken for seven days. How so? 
If the first day of the Festival occurs on Shabbat, since the mitzva 
to take the lulav on the first day is a mitzva by Torah law, it overrides 
Shabbat and one takes the lulav that day. Asa result, the lulav is then 
taken for seven days." And if the first day occurs on one of the rest 
of the days of the week and one of the other days of the Festival 
coincides with Shabbat, the lulav is taken only six days. Since the 
mitzva to take the lulav is a mitzva by rabbinic law throughout the 
rest of Sukkot, it does not override Shabbat. 


The altar is encircled with the willow branch for seven days. How 
so? If the seventh day of the mitzva of the willow branch occurs 
on Shabbat," since on that day it is a mitzva by Torah law, it over- 
rides Shabbat and the mitzva of the willow branch is then per- 
formed for seven days. And if the seventh day occurs on one of the 
rest of the days of the week, and one of the other days of the Festi- 
val coincides with Shabbat, since the mitzva of the willow branch is 
then by rabbinic law and consequently does not override Shabbat, 
it is performed for only six days. 


Howis the mitzva of lulav fulfilled in the Temple when the first day 
of the Festival occurs on Shabbat? If the first day of the Festival 
occurs on Shabbat, all the people bring their Iulavim to the Temple 
Mount on Friday. The attendants receive the Julavim from them 
and arrange them on a bench [itztaba],' while the Elders place 
their lulavim in the chamber. They were given permission to do so 
due to the concern that they would be injured the following morn- 
ing in the rush of people in search of their lulavim. And the court 
teaches the people to say: With regard to anyone whom my lulav 
reaches his possession, it is his as a gift. They did so to avoid the 
likely situation where people would inadvertently take lulavim that 
did not belong to them, as on the first day of the Festival one does 
not fulfill his obligation with a lulav that does not belong to him. 


The next day everyone rises early and comes to the Temple, and 
the attendants throw the lulavim before them. And in the confu- 
sion, the people snatch the lulavim and in the process strike one 
another.” And when the court saw that they came to potential 
danger," they instituted that each and every person will take his 
lulav in his house and fulfill the mitzva there. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 

The lulav is taken and the altar is encircled with the wil- 
low branch either six or seven days - 7ww naw ab 
myawr: Some explain that these two mitzvot were com- 
bined because they are complementary: When the lulav 
is taken for seven days, i.e., when the first day of Sukkot 
coincides with Shabbat, the willow branch is taken only 
for six. When the willow branch is taken for seven days, i.e., 
when the last day of Sukkot coincides with Shabbat, which 
is not possible according to the calendar fixed by Hillel and 
his court, the lulav is taken only for six (Sefat Emet). 


The people snatch the /u/avim and strike one another — 
SPAN ny wy pam paama: Rav Natan, Head of the Yeshiva, 
explains that they did not strike each other in the struggle 
over the /ulavim. Rather, they struck each other with the 
lulavim as an expression of rejoicing. 


They came to potential danger - 7230 mph axa: Rav Natan 
explains that the danger mentioned here is referring tothe 
incident during the reign of Alexander Yannai, who was 
pelted with etrogim; this led to a great massacre. Since then 
they were especially vigilant in preventing any commotion 
from taking place in the Temple. 


LANGUAGE 

Bench [itztaba] — savy: The primary source for this 
word, which appears in several different forms, is the Greek 
otod, stoa, which has several related definitions: Column, 
colonnade, shed, warehouse, and others. The Sages too 
employed this term in different ways. In this case, the ref- 
erence is to a type of bench or shelf upon which objects 
are placed. 


Taking the /ulav on Shabbat - nawa ab byes: When the 
Temple stood, if the first day of Sukkot coincided with Shabbat, 


the lulav was taken on Shabbat in Eretz 


else that the people knew for certain which day was established 
as the first of the month and therefore which day was the 
Festival. In distant places where they did not know for certa 
which day was the Festival, due to that uncertainty they did not 


take the /ulav on Shabbat. The /ulav was 


during the intermediate days of the Festival. Following the 
destruction of the Temple, the Sages prohibited taking the lulav 
on Shabbat even in Eretz Yisrael and even during the time when 
the month continued to be sanctified by means of eyewit- 
nesses, to avoid distinguishing between different Jewish com- 
n munities. The prohibition was based on the decree of Rabba 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 7:13; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 658:2). 


Yisrael and anywhere 


not taken on Shabbat 


The willow branch in the Temple - wtpaa maw: With re- 
gard to the mitzva of the willow branch in the Temple, if the 
seventh day of the Festival coincides with Shabbat, the mitzva 
of the willow branch is performed all seven days of the Fes- 
tival, including Shabbat. However, if Shabbat coincides with 
another day of the Festival, the mitzva is performed only on 
the days other than Shabbat (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Lulav7:21). 
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NOTES =—————————-- 
Taking the lulav is merely moving - x17 xgwa Tiwb: The 
primary prohibition cannot be due to the fact that the lulav 
is set aside, as then it should be prohibited on the Festival day 
justas it is on Shabbat. Therefore, the prohibition must be one 
that exists on Shabbat but not on the Festival: The prohibition 
against carrying from one domain to another (Arukh LaNer). 


Perek IV 
Daf 43 Amuda 


NOTES 

And carry it four cubits — niay yak way: The early au- 
thorities, beginning with Rashi, ask: Why is Rabba concerned 
specifically lest one carry four cubits in the public domain 
and not lest one carry from one domain to another? Many 
answers were suggested: Since in most places there is no 
ull-fledged public domain, when one leaves his house he is 
not carrying directly into the public domain. However, by the 
ime he reaches the vicinity of the home of the Torah scholar 
with whom he intends to consult, he will have carried in a 
public domain (Rid). Others explain that everyone is well 
aware of the prohibition against carrying an object from one 
domain to another on Shabbat, but people are less aware of 
he prohibition against carrying four cubits within the public 
domain. Therefore, the concern that one will inadvertently do 
so is greater (Kappot Temarim). The Meiri explains that Rabba 
chose the case of carrying in the public domain because it is 
more succinct (see Rashi and Tosafot). 


And that is the reason for shofar — 91w71 Kyy 171: The 

commentaries addressed the matter of shofar at length be- 
cause, unlike the lulav, the shofar was sounded on Shabbat 
in the Temple and everywhere that there was a court. They 
explained that due to the significance of that mitzva, which 

evokes the memory of the Jewish people before God, they did 

not eliminate its observance entirely on Shabbat. Alternatively, 
since by Torah law the mitzva of shofar applies for only one day 
each year, and when the Temple stood there were years when 

Rosh HaShana was in fact one day, if it were not sounded at all 

the concern was that it would be forgotten (Josafot). Another 
explanation is that since the mitzva of shofar is performed by 
one person on behalf of the entire community, one need not 
be concerned lest he come to carry the shofar in a prohibited 

manner (Ritva, citing Rabbi Aaron HaLevi). 


We do not know — yt xb jax: Although today the correct 
dates of the Festivals are common knowledge, the Sages 
already established that there may be no deviation from the 
custom of our ancestors, lest foreign oppressors issue de- 
crees and the calendar of the Festivals be forgotten (Ran; 
see Josafot). 
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The establishment of the month — Kpy yap: For an ex- 
tended period in antiquity the Hebrew calendar was estab- 
lished by the court based on the testimony of people who 
witnessed the appearance of the new moon. During that period, 
the addition of an extra day to a month was determined by that 
testimony. If the moon was sighted on the night following the 
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BACKGROUND 


P E M ARA ropos the prohibition against taking a 

ulav on Shabbat, the Gemara asks: we is 
this prohibited? After all, taking the lulav is merely moving" the 
object and is prohibited due to the rabbinic prohibition of set-aside. 
Since the mitzva to take the lulav is a mitzva by Torah law, let it 
override this relatively minor Shabbat prohibition. Rabba said: 
This prohibition is a decree lest one take the lulav in his hand and 
go to an expert to learn how to wave the lulav or how to recite its 
blessing, 


and in doing so carry it four cubits" in the public domain, thereby 
violating a severe Torah prohibition. And that is the reason for the 
prohibition against sounding the shofar on Shabbat, and that is 
the reason for the prohibition against reading the Scroll of Esther 
when Purim coincides with Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: If so, on the first day of Sukkot that coincides with 
Shabbat too one should not take the lulav due to this concern. The 
Gemara answers: With regard to the first day, the Sages instituted 
that one should take the four species in his house. Since the Sages 
already prohibited one from taking the lulav out of the house, he 
will remember that it is prohibited and will not come to take it 
elsewhere to learn to wave it or to recite the blessing. The Gemara 
asks: This works out well after the ordinance that one takes the 
lulav in his house was instituted. However, prior to introducing the 
ordinance, what is there to say in explaining why it is permitted to 
take the lulav on the first day? 


Rather, the Gemara rejects the previous explanation and explains 
the distinction differently. On the first day, when the mitzva of tak- 
ing the lulav even in the outlying areas and not just in the Temple 
is in effect by Torah law, the Sages did not issue a decree to pro- 
hibit taking the lulav on the first day and permitted the mitzva to be 
performed even in the outlying areas. However, with regard to these 
other days of Sukkot, when the mitzva of taking the lulav is not in 
effect by Torah law in the outlying areas and the lulav is taken there 
only to commemorate the practice in the Temple, the Sages issued 
a decree to prohibit taking the lulav on the other days. 


The Gemara asks: If it is so that the mitzva on the first day is a 
mitzva by Torah law even in the outlying areas, today too one 
should take the lulav on the first day of Sukkot that coincides with 
Shabbat. The Gemara answers: We do not know" when precisely 
the establishment of the month’ was determined by the court. 
Therefore, it is possible that the day observed as the first day of Suk- 
kot is not Sukkot at all. Certainly, one does not violate the rabbinic 
decree to fulfill a mitzva that is not definitely a mitzva by Torah law. 
The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to the people of Eretz Yisrael, 
who sanctify the month based on eyewitness testimony and who 
know when precisely the establishment of the month was deter- 
mined by the court, let them override Shabbat for the mitzva of 
lulav on the first day of Sukkot even today. 


twenty-ninth day of the month, the next day was declared the 
first day of the following month. If, however, the moon was not 
sighted that night, or if witnesses to the new moon did not ap- 
pear in Jerusalem to testify the following day, a day was added 
to the previous month, creating a month of 30 days. The delay 
in communicating this decision to Babylonia led to differences 


in observance between the communities in Eretz Yisrael and 
those in the Diaspora. 

Since the fourth century the Jewish calendar has operated 
ona fixed astronomical system in which, with few exceptions, 
months of 29 days alternate with those of 30 days. Nevertheless, 
the second Festival day in the Diaspora is still observed. 
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The Gemara answers: Yes, it is indeed so, and that is their practice, 
as it was taught in one mishna: On the first day of the Festival that 
occurs on Shabbat, all the people bring their Iulavim to the Temple 
Mount on Friday. And we learned in another mishna: They bring 
their lulavim to the synagogue. Learn from the change in formula- 
tion that here, where the mishna says that they bring their lulavim to 
the Temple Mount, itis referring to when the Temple is in existence, 
and there, where the mishna says that they bring their lulavim to the 
synagogue, it is referring to when the Temple is not in existence. 
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from it that this is so. 


Q The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that by Torah law 
the mitzva of lulav on the first day" is in effect even in the outlying 
areas? The Gemara answers: As it was taught in a baraita: “And you 
shall take for yourselves on the first day the fruit of a beautiful tree, 
branches of a date palm, and boughs of a dense-leaved tree, and 
willows of the brook, and you shall rejoice before the Lord your God 
seven days” (Leviticus 23:40). The Sages parse the phrases and 
terms in the verse. In the phrase “And you shall take,” the plural 
form of you is used, indicating that there should be taking in the 
hand of each and every one, and no one can fulfill the obligation 
on another’s behalf. 


They continue to expound the verse. Yourselves indicates from 
your own, to exclude a borrowed or stolen lulav. On the day 
comes to emphasize that there is a mitzva by Torah law to take the 
lulav on each day of the Festival, even on Shabbat. The word first, 
used with no qualification as to where the lulav is to be taken, indi- 
cates that this obligation is in effect everywhere on the first day, even 
in the outlying areas." The first, with the definite article for em- 
phasis, is restrictive and teaches that the mitzva of taking the lulav 
overrides Shabbat only on the first day of the Festival." 


The Gemara analyzes the baraita. The Master said: On the day, 
indicates even on Shabbat. The Gemara asks: Now, since taking 
the four species entails merely moving the object and is prohibited 
due to the rabbinic prohibition of set-aside, is a verse needed to 
permit moving the lulav? Obviously, the Torah does not address 
prohibitions that are not by Torah law. Rava said: Indeed, the verse 
is necessary only for actions that are facilitators of the perfor- 
mance of the mitzva of lulav, i.e., to permit actions necessary to 
prepare a lulav for the mitzva, such as severing it from the tree, which 
may be performed on Shabbat. And that is in accordance with the 
opinion of this tanna who permits doing so on Shabbat, as it was 
taught in a baraita: Lulav and all the actions that are its facilitators 
override Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 


The Gemara explains: What is the rationale for the statement of 
Rabbi Eliezer? It is as the verse states: On the day, indicating 
that the obligation exists every day of the Festival, and even on 
Shabbat. 

The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, what do they do with the verse: 
On the day? The Gemara answers: They require it to teach that 
the mitzva of taking the lulav is specifically during the day" and 
not at night. 

The Gemara asks: And from where does Rabbi Eliezer derive that 
the lulav is taken during the day and not at night? The Gemara 
answers: He derives it from the end of the verse: “And you shall 
rejoice before the Lord your God seven days” (Leviticus 23:40), 
indicating that the obligation to take the lulav is during the days 
and not during the nights. 

The Gemara asks: And the Rabbis, why don’t they derive it from 
that verse? The Gemara answers: If it was derived from there, 
I would have said: Derive days written with regard to lulav 
from days written with regard to sukka by means of a verbal 
analogy;® just as there, with regard to sukka, it means days and 
even nights," here too, with regard to lulav, it means days and 
even nights. 
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HALAKHA 


Lulav on the first day - ;iwx7a ota ahh: Since the mitzva 
of lulav on the first day of the Festival is a mitzva by Torah 
law everywhere, when the Temple is standing the lulav 
is taken even when the first day coincides with Shabbat 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 7:14). 


Lulav today - m7 ta abi: Today, after the destruction 
of the Temple, the lulav is not taken on Shabbat even 
in Eretz Yisrael and even though the actual dates of the 
Festivals are common knowledge. This is meant to avoid 
distinguishing between different Jewish communities, 
SO as not to cause a split among the Jewish people. The 
prohibition is based on the decree of Rabba (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 7:17). 


The mitzva of lulav during the day - nia ahh myn: The 
mitzva of lulav is performed specifically during the day, 
and it may be performed at any point throughout the day 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 652:1). 


The mitzva of sukka during the day and the night - naD 
Tyn dia: The mitzva of sukka is performed throughout 
the festival of Sukkot, both at night and during the day 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:1). 


NOTES 


First, even in the outlying areas — pana box Pwr: 

Rashi explains that the Gemara derives that this applies 
even in the outlying areas from the fact that the verse 
does not specify that it applies in the Temple. Others, how- 
ever, understand that the word first is apparently superflu- 
ous, and it is from that word that the Gemara derives that 
the mitzva applies even in the outlying areas (Sefat Emet). 


BACKGROUND 


Verbal analogy — mw ma: This is a fundamental rab- 
binic principle of biblical interpretation, appearing in all 
standard lists of exegetical principles. If the same word or 
phrase appears in two places in the Torah, and a certain 
halakha is explicitly stated in one of these places, the 
Rabbis may infer on the basis of verbal analogy that the 
same halakha must apply in the other case as well. Con- 
sequently, the inferences drawn on the basis of verbal 
analogy rely on verbal identity, rather than on conceptual 
similarity as in the inductive analogy. Usually inferences 
can be drawn through verbal analogy only if the same 
word or phrase appears in both of the verses being com- 
pared, although a verbal analogy may occasionally be 
drawn even if the words being compared are not identical, 
provided that their meanings are similar. In its simplest 
form, the verbal analogy is a type of linguistic interpreta- 
tion by means of which the meaning of an obscure word 
or phrase is inferred on the basis of another occurrence of 
the same word or phrase in a clearer context. However, it is 
often used not only to determine the meaning of obscure 
words and phrases, but to transfer entire halakhot from 
one context to another. Most significantly: One cannot 
infer a verbal analogy on his own, i.e., only a verbal anal- 
ogy based on ancient tradition is valid. 
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— NOTES 
Or go this way - ry ta iK: Some raise the following 
question: Why doesn't the Gemara respond by citing 
the principle that analogies produce only strictures and 
not leniencies? They explain that the verbal analogy be- 
tween days and days is not a full-fledged verbal analogy 
in the sense that the halakha is derived from it. Rather, 
it merely reveals an already existing halakha. Therefore, 
the Gemara elaborates precisely how it arrived at that 
conclusion. 
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The Gemara asks: And with regard to sukka itself, from where do we 
derive that the mitzva is observed at night as well? As the Sages taught 
in a baraita that it is written: “You shall reside in sukkot for seven 
days” (Leviticus 23:42), from which they derived: Days and even 
nights. The tanna continues the discussion: Do you say days and 
even nights; or perhaps the meaning is only days and not nights? 
And it may be inferred logically that the latter is correct. It is stated 
here, with regard to sukka: “Days? And it is stated with regard to 
lulav: “Days.” Just as there, with regard to lulav, the meaning is days 
and not nights, so too here, with regard to sukka, the meaning is days 
and not nights. That is one possibility. 


Or, perhaps, go this way" and say the opposite. It is stated here, with 
regard to sukka: Days, and it is stated with regard to the inaugura- 
tion of the Tabernacle: “And at the door of the Tent of Meeting you 
shall reside day and night seven days” (Leviticus 8:35). Just as there, 
with regard to the inauguration of the Tabernacle, the meaning is days 
and even nights, so too here, with regard to sukka, the meaning is 
days and even nights. A source exists for either possibility. 


The baraita continues: Let us see to which of the paradigms the 
mitzva of sukka is comparable. Perhaps one derives a matter whose 
mitzva is in effect the entire day, sukka, from another matter whose 
mitzva is in effect the entire day, the inauguration of the Tabernacle, 
and do not let a matter whose mitzva is in effect for a brief moment, 
lulav, prove otherwise. Or perhaps go this way and say the opposite: 
One derives a matter whose mitzva is in effect throughout the 
generations, sukka, from another matter whose mitzva is in effect 
throughout the generations, /ulav, and do not let the inauguration 
that is not in practice throughout the generations, as it was in effect 
only at the establishment of the Tabernacle, prove otherwise. 


Since it is impossible to determine the more appropriate source based 
on logical inference, derive the matter as the verse states: 


“You shall reside,’ “you shall reside,” by means of a verbal analogy. 
It is stated here, with regard to sukka: “You shall reside in sukkot 
seven days” (Leviticus 23:42), and it is stated with regard to the in- 
auguration of the Tabernacle: “And at the door of the Tent of Meeting 
you shall reside day and night seven days” (Leviticus 8:35). Just as 
there, with regard to the inauguration, the meaning is days and even 
nights, so too here, with regard to sukka, the meaning is days and 
even nights. 


§ The mishna continues: The altar is encircled with the willow 
branch for seven days. How so? If the seventh day of performing the 
mitzva of the willow branch occurs on Shabbat, since on that day the 
mitzva of the willow branch is a mitzva by Torah law, it overrides 
Shabbat and the mitzva of the willow branch is then performed seven 
days. The Gemara asks: With regard to the mitzva of the willow 
branch on the seventh day, what is the reason that it overrides Shab- 
bat? Rabbi Yohanan said: It is in order to publicize that it is a mitz- 
va that applies by Torah law, since it is not written explicitly in the 
Torah. The Gemara raises an objection: If so, lulav too should over- 
ride Shabbat in the Temple on the other days of Sukkot as well and 
not only on the first day in order to publicize that it is a mitzva by 
Torah law all seven days, since that too is not written explicitly in the 
Torah. 
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The Gemara answers: One is prohibited from taking the lulav on Shab- 
bat by rabbinic decree due to the concern expressed by Rabba (42b) 
lest he take the lulav in his hand and go to an expert to learn how to wave 
the lulav and thereby carry it in the public domain. The Gemara objects: 
If so, with regard to the willow branch as well let us issue a decree due 
to the same concern. The Gemara answers: The two cases are different. 
With regard to the willow branch, agents of the court bring it" to the 
priests who perform the mitzva in the Temple, and they carefully prepare 
the willow branch prior to the onset of Shabbat and will not come to 
carry it in a prohibited manner on Shabbat. However, performance of 
the mitzva of lulav is incumbent upon every individual. Therefore, 
there is concern lest one unwittingly perform the prohibited labor of 
carrying on Shabbat. 


The Gemara objects: If so, i.e., because the willow branch is supplied by 
agents of the court there is no concern that Shabbat will be desecrated, 
let the mitzva of the willow branch override Shabbat on every day of 
the Festival as well. The Gemara answers: In that case people would 
come to raise doubts about the significance of the mitzva of lulav," as, 
unlike the mitzva of the willow branch, it would override Shabbat on 
only one day of the Festival and not on all seven. The Gemara asks: And 
let the mitzva of the willow branch override Shabbat on the first day of 
the Festival, just as the mitzva of lulav does, and not on the seventh day. 
The Gemara answers: The matter of publicizing that the mitzva of willow 
branch is a mitzva by Torah law would not be apparent, as people 
would say that it is really the mitzva of lulav that overrides Shabbat, and 
once lulav is permitted the willow branch is permitted as well. 


The Gemara asks: And let the mitzva of the willow branch override 
Shabbat on one of these other days of Sukkot; why specifically the sev- 
enth day? The Gemara answers: Once you moved it from the first day, 
establish it on the seventh day, which is also a unique day of Sukkot, and 
not on one of the other intermediate days of Sukkot. 


The Gemara asks: If so, i.e., if the mitzva of the willow branch is so sig- 
nificant that it overrides Shabbat, let it override Shabbat today as well, 
even though the Temple is not standing. The Gemara answers: We do 
not know when precisely the establishment of the month was deter- 
mined by the court. Therefore, it is possible that the day observed as the 
seventh day of Sukkot is not the seventh day at all. Certainly, one does 
not violate the rabbinic decree to fulfill a mitzva that is not definitely a 
mitzva by Torah law. 


The Gemara asks: If so, with regard to the people of Eretz Yisrael, who 
know the establishment of the month, let them override Shabbat for 
the mitzva of willow branch on the seventh day of Sukkot even today. 
When bar Hedya came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said: That is 
not a practical question, as the seventh day does not coincide™ with 
Shabbat, since the Sages fixed the calendar to avoid that possibility. 
When Ravin and all those emissaries who descended to Babylonia, or 
who originally left Babylonia for Eretz Yisrael and returned, came, they 
said: It does coincide with Shabbat, but it does not override Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: But then it is difficult; why doesn’t the mitzva of the 
willow branch override Shabbat on the seventh day today? Rav Yosef 
said: Who will say to us definitively that the mitzva of the willow 
branch is performed by taking it? Perhaps it is performed by standing 
the branches upright" against the altar. Since there is no altar today, the 
mitzva does not override Shabbat. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rav Yosef from the mishna, which states: 
The lulav is taken and the altar is encircled with the willow branch either 
six or seven days. What, is it not learned from the juxtaposition of these 
mitzvot in the mishna that the mitzva of the willow branch is like the 
mitzva of lulav in that just as the mitzva of lulav is performed by taking 
it, so too, the mitzva of the willow branch is performed by taking it and 
not by standing it upright? He answered him: Are the cases necessarily 
comparable? Perhaps this mitzva of lulav is as it is, by means of taking, 
and this mitzva of the willow branch is as it is, by means of standing it 
upright. 


he publisher 


NOTES 
Agents of the court bring it - *m p1 ma mw 
mt: The Ritva writes that this is the source for the 
custom that developed even in the Diaspora that 
the heads of the synagogue are responsible for 
bringing willow branches for the congregation, with 
which they fulfill the mitzva of the willow branch. 


People would come to raise doubts about lulav - 
aba mapa Dy: The Rambam, in his Commen- 
tary on the Mishna, explains that they are likely to 
raise doubts about the rabbinic decree prohibit- 
ing taking the /ulav on Shabbat, and consequently 
come to take it even on Shabbat. 


Does not coincide - yop xb: Although the New 
Moon was then sanctified based on eyewitness 
testimony, at times the court would reject the wit- 
nesses or extend their interrogation to synchronize 
the calendar with their calculations. Based on those 
calculations, the court knew that the moon could 
not have been seen before its designated time. That 
is the understanding in the Jerusalem Talmud as 
well. 


Perhaps it is performed by standing the branches 
upright - 75*p1a Kopa: Some explain that they 
would stand the willow branches upright at the 
sides of the altar prior to the beginning of Shabbat, 
and therefore it involved no desecration of Shab- 
bat (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


Does not coincide - pops xd: When Hillel HaNasi 
and his court established the fixed calendar, they 
ensured that Rosh HaShana never coincided with 
Sunday, in order that the seventh day of Sukkot 
would not coincide with Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 4281). 
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NOTES 
People circle the altar - nayan nx papa: Most commentar- 
ies explain that the priests circled the altar, as it is prohibited 
for an Israelite to enter the area between the Entrance Hall 
and the altar. However, some of the geonim explain that they 
did not actually circle the altar. Rather, the people stood on 
all sides of the altar where it was permitted for them to stand. 
When it says that they circle the altar seven times it means 
that they would disperse and then reassume their posi- 
tion seven times. According to this opinion, Israelites also 
participated in this ritual, albeit from a distance. However, 
Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giot maintains that in order to fulfill this 
mitzva, the Israelites were permitted to enter that area of the 
courtyard and circle the altar with the priests. 


Seven times — D23% yaw: Some say that this practice was 
based on the conquest of the city of Jericho, where it too 
was circled once each day and seven times on the seventh 
day. Furthermore, an allusion to the practice of circling the 
altar with a willow branch can be found in the verse: “Order 
[isru] the Festival procession with branches, even unto the 
horns of the altar” (Psalms 118:27). Although not typically 
interpreted in that manner, the verb isru can be interpreted 
as circle (see Onkelos on Genesis 49:11). According to that in- 
terpretation the verse means: Circle the altar on the Festival 
with branches, an allusion to the mitzva of willow branch 
(geonim). 


And concealed them - D151: Some explain this verb to 
mean concealed. The Boethusians sought to conceal the 
willow branches, until the ignoramuses discovered their 
ocation. Others explain that it means pressed or applied 
pressure, meaning that the Boethusians placed stones on 
he willow branches, thinking that the Sages would be un- 
able to move the stones due to their set-aside status. The 
atter authorities write that either way it was a futile effort, 
as the Boethusians were unaware that under the circum- 
stances it would have been permitted even to lift the stones 
off the branches directly, and all the more so would it have 
been permitted to do so in an unusual manner (see Arukh 
LaNer and Emek Sukkot). 


Son of Torah [bar urya] — Xx 33: This is a term used 
infrequently as a title for a Torah scholar, It often appears 
with the first-person plural suffix as uryan, meaning son 
of our Torah. 

Some explain this term, particularly in this instance 
where it appears without the suffix and where there are 
variant readings supporting this explanation, as son of a lion 
[bar arya]. Those rare scholars who received this title were 
in fact sons of prominent leaders of their generation, and it 
was appropriate to address them in that manner. 


HALAKHA 


Circling the altar - naran nap: In the Temple the people 
would circle the altar with the lulav. They would also stand 
willow branches upright at its side and take willow branches 
with the /ulav in fulfilling the mitzva of the four species, as 
per the conclusion of the Gemara (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Lulav 7:22-23). 


BACKGROUND 

Boethusians — ppin»a: The Boethusians, usually mentioned 
together with the Sadducees, were a deviant sect that di- 
verged from the path of the Sages. It is not clear what the 
difference between the two sects was, but from various 
sources it is evident that the Boethusians sought, in deceitful 
ways, to discredit the opinions of the Sages and cause the 
people to adopt their opinions. 
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Abaye raised an objection to Rav Yosef from a mishna: On 
every day the people circle the altar” one time, and on that 
day, the seventh day of the willow branch, they circle it seven 
times." What, is the mishna not referring to circling the altar 
with the willow branch in hand? He answered him: No, it is 
referring to circling the altar with a lulav. Abaye objects: But 
didn’t Rav Nahman say that Rabba bar Avuh said: They 
would circle the altar with the willow branch? Rav Yosef said 
to him: He said to you with the willow branch; however, my 
authority is no less than his, as we are both amora’im, and I 
say that they circle the altar with a lulav. It was stated that 
this was the subject of dispute between other amora’im as well. 
Rabbi Elazar says: They circle the altar with a lulav. Rav 
Shmuel bar Natan said that Rabbi Hanina said: They circle 
the altar with the willow branch. And likewise, Rav Nahman 
said that Rabba bar Avuh said: They would circle the altar 
with the willow branch. 


Rava said to Rav Yitzhak, son of Rabba bar bar Hana: Son 

of Torah [bar urya],“ come and I will tell you an outstand- 
ing statement that your father would say. With regard to that 

which we learned in a mishna: On every day the people circle 

the altar one time, and on that day, the seventh day of the 

willow branch, they circle the altar seven times; this is what 

your father said in the name of Rabbi Elazar: They circle the 

altar with a lulav. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rav Yosef from the Tosefta 
(Sukka3:1): The mitzva of lulav overrides Shabbat at the start 
of the Festival, and the willow branch overrides it at the end 
of the Festival. One time, the seventh day of the willow 
branch occurred on Shabbat, and they brought branches 
of the willow tree on Shabbat eve, before Shabbat, and 
placed them in the Temple courtyard for use on Shabbat. The 
Boethusians® in the Temple, who disagreed with the Sages 
and held that there is no mitzva of the willow branch on the 
seventh day of the Festival, noticed them and took them and 
concealed them" under the stones. This was an attempt to 
prevent fulfillment of the mitzva, as they knew that the Sages 
would prohibit moving the stones, which are set-aside on 
Shabbat. 


The next day, some of the ignoramuses noticed the branches 
concealed under the stones. And since the ignoramuses iden- 
tified with the opinion of the Sages, and at the same time were 
ignorant of the details of the mitzvot, they extracted them 
from under the stones. And the priests brought them and 
stood them upright at the sides of the altar. This happened 
because the Boethusians do not concede that waving the 
willow branch overrides Shabbat. 


Apparently, based on the conclusion of the incident, the 
mitzva of the willow branch is fulfilled by taking it, as it is 
referring to waving the willow branch and not just standing it 
upright at the sides of the altar. The Gemara notes: Indeed, it 
is a conclusive refutation of Rav Yosef’s opinion. 


Given the refutation of Rav Yosef’s opinion, the original ques- 
tion is difficult: Rather, let them in Eretz Yisrael override 
Shabbat for the mitzva of the willow branch on the seventh 
day of Sukkot nowadays as well. The Gemara answers: Since 
we in the Diaspora do not override Shabbat for this purpose, 
they in Eretz Yisrael also do not override it. The Gemara 
objects: But doesn’t the first day of the Festival refute that 
contention, as for us in the Diaspora it does not override 
Shabbat and we do not take the lulav, and for them in Eretz 
Yisrael it overrides Shabbat and they take the lulav? 
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The Sages say: For them in Eretz Yisrael it also does not override" 
Shabbat. The Gemara asks: But if that is the case, the contradic- 
tion between these two sources is difficult, as it was taught in 
one mishna: All the people bring their lulavim to the Temple 
Mount on Friday, and it was taught in another mishna that they 
bring their lulavim to the synagogue. And we resolved this con- 
tradiction as follows: Here, where the mishna says that they bring 
their lulavim to the Temple Mount, it is referring to when the 
Temple is standing, and there, where the mishna says that they 
bring their lulavim to the synagogue, it is referring to when the 
Temple is not standing. Based on the above, when the Temple is 
not in existence the mitzva of lulav does not override Shabbat. 


The Gemara resolves the contradiction: No, both this mishna and 
that mishna are referring to Eretz Yisrael when the Temple is in 
existence; and nevertheless, it is not difficult. Here, where the 
mishna says that they bring their lulavim to the Temple Mount, it 
is referring to the procedure in the Temple. And there, where the 
mishna says that they bring their lulavim to the synagogue, it is 
referring to the procedure in the outlying areas in the rest of Eretz 
Yisrael, where they knew when the new month was established. 
However, today, neither in the Diaspora nor in Eretz Yisrael does 
the mitzva of lulav override Shabbat." 


Abaye said to Rava: What is different about lulav such that we 
perform the mitzva seven days in commemoration of the Tem- 
ple, and what is different about the willow branch that we do 
not perform the mitzva seven days in commemoration of the 
Temple?" Rava said to him: Since a person fulfills his obligation 
with the willow branch in the lulav, no additional commemora- 
tion is necessary. Abaye said to him: That is not a satisfactory 
answer, as he is performing that action due to the mitzva of 
taking the lulav and the other species. And if you say that he lifts 
the willow branch bound with the lulav to fulfill the mitzva of the 
four species and then lifts it again in commemoration of the 
willow branch in the Temple, aren’t actions performed daily 
proof that we do not do so, as no one lifts the lulav twice? 


Rav Zevid said in the name of Rava: Since the mitzva of lulav is 
a mitzva by Torah law, we perform it seven days in commemora- 
tion of the Temple even today. Since the mitzva of the willow 
branch is a mitzva by rabbinic law, we do not perform it seven 
days in commemoration of the Temple. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Rava 
say this? If we say that Rava said this in accordance with the 
opinion of Abba Shaul, didn’t he say that it is written: Willows 
of the river, i.e., in the plural, indicating two willow branches, one 
for the lulav and one for the Temple? In his opinion, the mitzva 
of the willow branch in the Temple is also a mitzva by Torah law. 
If Rava said this in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
they learned this as a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, 
as Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi 
Nehunya of the valley of Beit Hortan: The halakha of the ten 
saplings, the mitzva of the willow branch in the Temple, and the 
mitzva of the water libation on the altar during the festival of 
Sukkot are each a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


Rather, Rav Zevid said in the name of Rava: With regard to the 

mitzva of lulav, which has its basis written explicitly in the Torah, 
in the outlying areas we perform it seven days in commemora- 
tion of the Temple. With regard to the mitzva of the willow 
branch, which does not have its basis written explicitly in the 

Torah, in the outlying areas we do not perform it seven days in 

commemoration of the Temple. 


NOTES 


For them it also does not override - 117 xd Bap) mph: The 
Rambam explains that the Sages instituted ordinances to 
prevent the Jews from splitting into sects where some seg- 
ments of the people practice one custom and other seg- 
ments either do not practice it or practice another custom 
instead. Although in other matters, e.g., the second day of 
the Festivals observed in the Diaspora, this is not a concern, 
as can be explained the way Ritva explained it here: With 
regard to lulav, the Sages instituted that everyone follows 
his ancestral custom. Therefore, in the Diaspora the practice 
is not to take the lulav on Shabbat, since in ancient times it 
was never the practice to take the /ulav on Shabbat due to 
the uncertainty concerning the correct date of the Festival. 
Based on the conclusion of the Gemara here, apparently 
the practice in Temple times in the outlying areas of Eretz 
Yisrael was not to take the lulav on Shabbat so as not to 
deviate from the custom of the rest of Jewry. Therefore, 
even today, the lulav is not taken in Eretz Yisrael on Shabbat, 
in keeping with the ancestral custom. 


HALAKHA 
Lulav nowadays - mī paa abs: Nowadays the lulav is 
not taken on Shabbat at all, even on the first day of the 
Festival and even in Eretz Yisrael (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Lulav 7:17—18). 


Willow branch today - m7 pa 72W: Since the mitzva of 
the willow branch is not explicitly written in the Torah, the 
Sages restricted their ordinance to taking it on the seventh 
day of Sukkot in commemoration of the Temple (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 7:22). 
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NOTES ——W——_—_—_—__- 
Priests with physical defects — paya bya Dra: Some say that 


since in this case individuals with physical defects were permit- 


ted to enter the area between the Entrance Hall and the altar, it 
indicates that the prohibition against entering there in general 
is by rabbinic law. Such a prohibition is suspended for the sake 
of the mitzva. On that basis, it may be permitted for non-priests 
to enter there as well, given that the elevated sanctity of that 
area is by rabbinic law and not by Torah law (see Ritva and later 
authorities). 


An ordinance of the prophets and a custom practiced by the 
prophets — PWN 37201 wI TID»: The practical difference 
between the two is that if it is an ordinance of the prophets it 
would be appropriate to recite a blessing over its performance, 
just as a blessing is recited over rabbinic ordinances instituted 
throughout the generations, e.g., joining of courtyards, ritual 
washing of hands, and others, as the Torah commands one to 
obey the Sages. In contrast, a custom of the prophets indicates 
that a ritual was practiced by the prophets themselves and 


others followed suit and began practicing the same custom, 


although it was never formally instituted. In that case, as is the 
case with other customs, no blessing would be recited. 


The prophets reinstituted them - 0179 11m: The later au- 


thorities discussed a fundamental aspect of this matter. From 
the Gemara in tractate Temura it is clear that a prophet may 
not introduce halakha by Torah law based on prophecy. In fact, 
according to the Rambam, doing so proves that the individual 


is a false prophet. If so, how could prophets reinstitute a hala- 


kha transmitted to Moses from Sinai that was forgotten? Some 
explain that prophecy may be used to add or clarify a point that 
facilitates the performance of a mitzva and not the mitzva itself 
(Mitzpe Eitan). Others suggest that the intent here is that the later 
prophets reestablished the halakha not based on their prophecy 
but through reason and analysis (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 


Yours say — Wa tiaba: The Arukh explains that Rabbi Yohanan 
said this to Hizkiya, who was also from Babylonia, meaning that 
one of the Babylonians transmitted this halakha. 


Perek IV 
Daf 44 Amud b 


HALAKHA =————_—__—_ 
The taking of the willow branch - naw nowa: The mitzva of 
taking the willow branch in the Temple is a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai, and in the outlying areas it is a custom of 
the prophets (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 7:20). 
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Apropos the willow branch in the Temple, Reish Lakish said: 
Priests with physical defects" enter between the Entrance Hall 

and the altar in order to fulfill the obligation of the mitzva of the 

willow branch. Although due to their blemishes it is prohibited 

for them to pass there, as they circle the altar with the willow 
branches they inevitably pass between the Entrance Hall and the 

altar. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: Who stated this halakha? The 

Gemara wonders about Rabbi Yohanan’s question: Who stated 

it? Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan himself state it? As Rabbi Asi said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Nehunya of the valley 
of Beit Hortan: The halakha of the ten saplings, the mitzva of the 

willow branch in the Temple, and the mitzva of the water liba- 
tion on the altar during the festival of Sukkot are each a halakha 

transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 


Rather, Rabbi Yohanan’s question was: Who said that the mitzva 
is fulfilled by taking the willow branch and circling the altar? 
Perhaps the mitzva is only fulfilled by standing the willow 
branches upright surrounding the altar. Who said that the mitzva 
may be fulfilled even by those with physical defects? Perhaps it 
may be fulfilled only by unblemished priests. 


It was stated that there is a dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and 

Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. One said that the mitzva of the willow 

branch is an ordinance of the prophets, as Haggai, Zechariah, 
and Malachi instituted it in the Temple as obligatory. And one 

said that the mitzva of the willow branch is an ancient custom 

practiced by the prophets" and adopted by others as well. It was 

not instituted as a binding ordinance. The Gemara suggests: Con- 
clude that it was Rabbi Yohanan who said that it is an ordinance 

of the prophets, as Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Yohanan said: 

The mitzva of the willow branch is an ordinance of the prophets. 
The Gemara concurs: Indeed, conclude that it is so. 


Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Abbahu: Did Rabbi Yohanan actu- 
ally say that? Didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say in the name of Rabbi 
Nehunya of the valley of Beit Hortan: The halakha of the ten 
saplings, the mitzva of the willow branch in the Temple, and the 
mitzva of the water libation on the altar during the festival of 
Sukkot are each a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai? How 
then could he attribute the origin of the mitzva of the willow 
branch to the prophets? “He was astonished for a while” (Daniel 
4:16), and after considering the apparent contradiction he said 
that indeed Rabbi Yohanan maintains that the mitzva of the 
willow branch is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. 
However, over the course of time during the Babylonian exile 
they forgot some halakhot, including the mitzva of the willow 
branch, and then the prophets reinstituted them." 


The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Yohanan actually say that it 
is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai? And didn’t Rabbi 
Yohanan say: Yours, i.e., the Babylonian Sages, say" that this or- 
dinance is theirs, instituted by the Sages, and it is neither a hala- 
kha transmitted to Moses from Sinai nor an ordinance instituted 
by the prophets. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult; 


Here, where Rabbi Yohanan said that it is a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai, he is referring to the mitzva of the willow 
branch in the Temple; there, where he said that it was established 
by the prophets, he was referring to the taking of the willow 
branch in the outlying areas." 
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§ Rabbi Ami said: The willow branch taken to fulfill the 
mitzva requires a certain measure, and it is taken only in and 
of itself and not with the lulav, and a person does not fulfill 
his obligation with the willow branch that is bound with the 
lulav." The Gemara asks: Since the Master said: It is taken 
only in and of itself, it is obvious that a person does not 
fulfill his obligation with the willow branch that is bound 
with the lulav. Why are both statements necessary? 


The Gemara answers: It is necessary lest you say that this 
applies only to a case where he did not lift the willow branch 
bound with the lulav and then lift it again to fulfill the mitzva 
of the willow branch; however, in a case where he lifted the 
lulav and then lifted it again, say no, he fulfills his obligation 
with the willow branch in the lulav. Therefore, he teaches us 
that even if one takes the four species a second time with the 
express intent of fulfilling the mitzva of the willow branch, he 
did not fulfill his obligation, as he must take the willow branch 
by itself. And Rav Hisda said that Rabbi Yitzhak said: A per- 
son fulfills his obligation with the willow branch that is 
bound with the lulav on the first day of the festival of Sukkot. 


Rabbi Ami said that the willow branch requires a certain mea- 
sure. The Gemara asks: And what is its requisite measure?™ 
Rav Nahman said: It is three branches of moist leaves. And 
Rav Sheshet said: It is even one leaf and one branch. The 
Gemara wonders about the statement of Rav Sheshet: Does it 
enter your mind that one takes a single leaf and a single 
branch separately? Rather, emend Rav Sheshet’s statement 
and say: One fulfills his obligation even with one leaf on one 
branch. 


§ The Gemara relates that Aivu,” father of the amora Rav, said: 
I was standing before Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok, and a certain 
man brought a willow branch before him to fulfill the mitzva. 
He took it and waved it; he waved it and did not recite a 
blessing." This indicates that he holds that the mitzva of the 
willow branch is a custom of the prophets" and is therefore 
performed without a blessing. Similarly, the Gemara relates 
that Aivu and Hizkiya, sons of the daughter of Rav, brought 
a willow branch before Rav to fulfill the mitzva. He waved it; 
he waved it and did not recite a blessing." This indicates that 
he, too, holds that it is a custom of the prophets. 


HALAKHA 


The willow branch.. 


.is taken only in and of itself - naw 


The minimum measure for the willow branch is one leaf 


myy n92 xox mw Ax: When taken for its own mitzva, the 
willow branch must be taken by itself, not bound together 
with any other item (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 664:5). 


A person does not fulfill his obligation with the willow 
branch that is bound with the lulav — ingin tp xyi OTK prs 
baw nawa: One does not fulfill his obligation to take the 
willow branch by using the one that is bound with the four 
species, even if he lifted the /u/av twice with the intent to fulfill 
the mitzva of the willow branch the second time (Tur, citing 


Rambam). Others say that he does fulfill his obligation (Tur, 


citing Avi HaEzri and Rosh). However, one should certainly 
take a separate willow branch ab initio (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 664:2, 6). 


The requisite measure of the willow branch - nawy yw: 


on one branch. However, Rav Hai Gaon writes that it is de- 
testable to use such a branch, and it is preferable to take a 
willow branch that meets the requirements for the willow 
branch taken with the /u/av. Any factor that invalidates a 
willow branch in the lulav invalidates it for this purpose as 
well (Ran). Based on the teachings of Rabbi Yitzhak Luria, the 
custom is to take five willow branches (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 664:4). 


He waved it and did not recite a blessing - p3 x) bran: 
No blessing is recited when taking the willow branch nor 
when waving it. The custom is to beat the willow branch on 
the ground. Based on the teachings of Rabbi Yitzhak Luria, the 
custom is to beat it on the ground five times (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 664:2, 4). 


NOTES 
What is its requisite measure — Ay m3: Since the hala- 
khot of the willow branch used in the Temple are distinct from 
hose of the willow branch used as one of the four species, it is 
necessary to inquire as to its exact requirements. 


Itis a custom of the prophets — x17 ON" 379372: Some explain 
hat the custom originating with the prophets is not to recite 
a blessing on the willow branch (see Sefer Yereim, Sefer Mitzvot 
Katan, and the commentary of Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin 
HaRofeh). Although this explanation is a bit forced in this con- 
ext, it does provide a solution to several other questions (see 
Tosafot and others). 


Shape of the willow branch - nawy My: Rav Tzemah Gaon 
explains that the willow branch evokes the lips, as its leaves are 
shaped like lips. Indeed, each of the four species represents a 
different part of the human body. This idea can be found in 
various old liturgical poems in Sephardic prayer books. Beat- 
ing the willow branch on the ground serves as atonement, to 
a certain degree, for sins that one committed with his mouth, 
similar to the verse: “Let him put his mouth in dust; perhaps 
there is hope” (Lamentations 3:29). 


PERSONALITIES 


Aivu — 32%: According to Rashi, Aivu, who transmits the 
halakha here in the name of Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok, is Aivu, 
ather of Rav. Rav’s lineage is only partially known; however, 
it is known that his grandfather, Rabbi Abba bar Aha, had 
five sons, each of whom was a Torah scholar in his own right. 
The youngest and most significant of them was Rabbi Hiyya. 
The grandchildren of Rabbi Abba bar Aha were among the 
oremost scholars of the following generation. 

Aivu immigrated to Eretz Yisrael to study Torah there, and 
he, like his son, was privileged to have statements cited in his 
name in the Gemara. 

As was the custom in those days, Rav named his descen- 
dants after his parents and other relatives, and one of Rav’s 
grandchildren was named after Rav's father, Aivu. 
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NOTES 


Hoe [mekashkeshin] the olive groves - pwpwiia 
x23: The Arukh and Rashi in Moed Katan write that 
the gerunds kishkush and iddur that appear in Moed 
Katan both mean hoeing. The difference is that kish- 
kush is the term used for an olive grove, while iddur is 
the term for a vineyard. 


Is it appropriate or inappropriate - P% xd IX PI: 
The commentaries explain this in several ways. In fact, 
the owner of the field need not have taken any action, 
as it is permitted for the poor to enter the olive groves 
and eat the olives growing there during the Sabbati- 
cal Year. Whatever labor they choose to perform on 
heir own is of no concern to the owner of the grove. 
However, the owner was asking whether, by allowing 
his activity to continue, he might be causing others 
o sin. Therefore, he did not ask whether it was pro- 
hibited to allow them to continue; rather, he asked 
whether it was appropriate to allow them to continue. 
Consequently, Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok praised him for 
ollowing a straight path and for going beyond the 
etter of the law (Arukh LaNer). 


More than three parasangs - nixD15 wow ani: The 
commentaries and halakhic authorities discussed this 
distance extensively. In Arukh LaNer the question is 
raised with regard to the meaning of this specific dis- 
tance and why it was selected. Some explain that its 
significance is related to the time that it takes to walk 
that distance. If one who departs in the morning walks 
no more than three parasangs, the majority of the day 
will remain for him to prepare his Shabbat meals (see 
Rambam). Others explain that this measure is specifi- 
cally with regard to walking, as opposed to traveling 
on horseback or in a wagon. If one walks a greater 
distance, he will grow weary and will not have the 
strength to prepare for Shabbat. 


LANGUAGE 

Parasang [parsa] — 778: Called a Persian mile in the 
ancient world, this measurement was adopted in a 
number of languages, including Greek, Syriac, and in 
this case the Jewish dialect of Aramaic. It appears that 
the word comes from the Middle Iranian frasax. In the 
talmudic system of measurement, one parsa equals 
four mil. 


BACKGROUND 


Small fried fish — 307; XD: Fried fish was a popular 
dish in Babylonia and was commonly eaten by the 
poor. It was made from small, flour-coated salted fish, 
fried in oil with vinegar. 
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Apropos the exchange between Aivu and Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok, 
the Gemara cites another halakha that was transmitted in the same 

manner. Aivu said: I was standing before Rabbi Elazar bar Tzad- 
ok, and a certain man came before him and said to him: I have 

villages, I have olive groves, and I have olives, and the villagers 

come and hoe the olive groves™ during the Sabbatical Year and 

eat from the olive trees. Is it appropriate or inappropriate" to 

allow this to continue? He said to him: It is inappropriate. As the 

man was leaving him and going on his way, Rabbi Elazar bar 
Tzadok said: I have already resided in this land for forty years 

and I have not seen a person walkin a path as straight as this man 

does. The man came back to Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok and said to 

him: What should I do to ameliorate the situation? He said to 

him: Declare the olives ownerless for the poor, and give perutot 
coins to hired laborers as payment to hoe the olive groves." 


The Gemara asks: Is hoeing olive groves permitted during the 
Sabbatical Year? But wasn’t it taught in a baraita that it is written: 
“But the seventh year you shall let it rest and lie fallow” (Exodus 
23:11); meaning you shall let it rest from hoeing, and lie fallow 
from clearing the field of rocks? Apparently, hoeing is prohibited 
during the Sabbatical Year. Rav Ukva bar Hama said: There are 
two types of hoeing, one whose objective is to seal cracks in the 
ground and one to enhance the trees’ health. Enhancing the 
trees’ health is prohibited; sealing cracks is permitted, as it is 
merely to prevent the trees from dying and not to accelerate their 
growth. 


An additional halakha was transmitted in the same manner. Aivu 
said in the name of Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok: A person should 
not walk on Shabbat eves" more than a distance of three para- 
sangs [parsaot]."' Rather, he should reach the place where he will 
stay on Shabbat early enough to ensure that he will have meals 
prepared for Shabbat. Rav Kahana said: We said that restriction 
only with regard to a case where he is returning to his house. How- 
ever, if he is going to an inn, he relies on the food that he took 
with him. As he cannot assume that he will find lodgings with food, 
he brings food sufficient for his needs. Therefore, it is permitted for 
him to travel a greater distance. 


Some say that Rav Kahana said: This restriction that one may not 
walk a distance of more than three parasangs on Shabbat eves was 
required even with regard to one traveling to his house, and all 
the more so with regard to one traveling to an inn, as he cannot 
assume that he will find food there. Rav Kahana said: There was 
an incident that happened with me where I traveled a distance to 
reach my home on Friday and I did not find even small fried fish 
[deharsena]* to eat in the house. One must prepare for Shabbat 
well in advance of the onset of Shabbat. 


§ The mishna continues: How is the mitzva of lulav fulfilled in 
the Temple when the first day of the Festival occurs on Shabbat? 
The mishna then explains how the attendants arrange their lulavim 
on the bench in the Temple. The tanna who recited mishnayot in 
the study hall taught a version of the mishna before Rav Nahman: 
The attendant arranges them on the roof over the bench in the 
Temple. Rav Nahman said to him: 


HALAKHA 


Hoe the olive groves — 812723 pwpwpa: With regard to one 
who hoes under olive trees during the Sabbatical Year, the fol- 
lowing distinction applies: If he does so to enhance the trees’ 
health, it is prohibited. However, if he does so to seal the cracks 
in the ground and to prevent the trees from dying, it is permit- 
ted (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 1:7). 


Wages for labor during the Sabbatical Year - Taxy heL 
mwaga: One who performs permitted labor in another's field 
during the Sabbatical Year may not receive payment from the 
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fruit of that field as his wages. This is in order to avoid the ap- 
pearance that the fruit it being used for commercial purposes 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 1:16, 6:11). 


more than a distance of three parasangs © ona fae to ensure 
that he will arrive at his destination in time to prepare for Shab- 
bat. There is no difference whether he is going home or going 
elsewhere, as most of the early authorities ruled in accordance 
with the latter version of Rav Kahana’s statement. However, if 


one is in an unsettled area where he will be unable to prepare 
for Shabbat, it is preferable that he travel to a settled area, even 
if that entails walking more than three parasangs (Beit Yosef). If 
one sent word of his planned arrival for Shabbat, it is also per- 
mitted for him to travel farther (Beit Yosef, based on Rabbeinu 
Yeruham). The custom is to be lenient in situations where one 
is riding in a carriage or similar modes of transportation (Bah). 
In recent years, when it is customary to prepare more expan- 
sive Shabbat meals, this halakha is not observed at all (Magen 
Avraham, based on Aguda; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 249:1). 
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And does he need to dry them? Clearly, that is not his intention. 
Why, then, would he place the lulavim on the roof? Rather, 
emend your version and say: On the bench beneath the roof, in 
a place designated for that purpose. Rahava said that Rav Yehuda 
said: The Temple Mount was a double colonnade [setav],' a 
colonnade within a colonnade,"! and there was room there to 


place the lulavim. 
MI S H N Howis the mitzva of the willow branch" 
fulfilled? There was a place below Jerusa- 
lem, and it was called Motza." They would descend there and 
gather willow branches [murbiyyot]' from there. And they 
would then come and stand them upright at the sides of the 
altar,’ and the tops of the branches would be inclined over the 
top of the altar. They then sounded a fekia, a simple uninter- 
rupted blast, sounded a terua, a broken sound and/or a series of 
short staccato blasts, and sounded another tekia. Each day they 
would circle the altar" one time and say: “Lord, please save us. 
Lord, please grant us success” (Psalms 118:25). Rabbi Yehuda 
says that they would say: Ani vaho," please save us. And on that 
day, the seventh day of Sukkot, they would circle the altar seven 
times." At the time of their departure at the end of the Festival, 
what would they say? It is beautiful for you, altar; it is beautiful 
for you, altar." Rabbi Elazar said that they would say: To the 


nan Tha nara y 


A colonnade within a colonnade - vyp may vyp: This state- 
ment by Rahava is cited several times as an example of phras- 
ing a statement precisely and accurately. Many explanations of 
the choice of this particular statement were suggested by the 
commentaries (see Rabbeinu Hananel and others). The Ritva 
explains that Rahava expressed himself so carefully because 
although double colonnade seems self-explanatory, he wanted 
to ensure that no one would think that he meant a colonnade 
atop a colonnade, so he specified that it is a colonnade within 
a colonnade. 


There was a place...and it was called Motza - ny Dipa 
yin Mpa: Apparently, the mishna included this detail be- 
cause willow branches that are both long enough as well as 
flexible enough to lean over the altar cannot be found just 


anywhere (see Kappot Temarim). 


Ani vaho — įm 3%: Numerous commentaries attempt to explain 
his expression. The most common explanation is that these 
wo words represent the longer names of God (see Rashi). 
Rashi adds that the numerological value of ani vaho equals 
hat of the phrase: Lord, please [ana Hashem], so the people 
recite a variation of that verse (Psalms 118:25). In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, however, there is a variant reading: | and He [ani vahu]. 
The word: He, is referring to God, Who suffers together with 
he Jewish people when they are suffering. Many verses are 
cited alluding to this notion. The Ritva explains that in def- 
erence to God, they used the third-person pronoun rather 
han mentioning God explicitly. Finally, Tosafot suggest that 


The mitzva of the willow branch in the Temple - 73w my 
waa: On each of the seven days of the festival of "Sukkot, 
the ‘people would bring willow branches and stand them up- 
right at the sides of the altar, with the top of the branches 
leaning over the top of the altar. While doing so, they would 
sound tekia, terua, tekia (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Lulav 7:21). 


Lord and to you, altar; to the Lord and to you, altar. 


the expression alludes to two separate verses: “And | [va‘ani] 
was amid the exile” (Ezekiel 1:1); and: “And he [vehu], bound in 
shackles” (Jeremiah 40:1). 

According to Tosafot and the Meri, there is no contradiction 
between the various explanations. While ani vaho may indeed 
be one of God's names, this particular name was chosen from 
among all the names of God that result from combinations 
of verses because of the allusion to: Lord, please. In his Com- 
mentary on the Mishna, the Rambam explains that ani vaho 
alludes to a different verse: “See, now, that |, | am He [ani hu]” 
(Deuteronomy 32:39). It is a prayer that God reveal Himself. 


They circle the altar seven times — yaw naval ny ppp 
Day: In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that this was 
done in order to commemorate the conquest of Jericho. 
Some add that the entire celebration of the festival of Suk- 
kot commemorates the miracles that God performed specifi- 
cally in Eretz Yisrael, and that is why Jericho is commemorated 
(Arukh LaNer). The Maharsha offers a similar insight, saying 
that on the festival of Sukkot the instances when God saved 
the Jewish people are commemorated, and in that frame- 
work Jericho is commemorated, as God performed an open 
miracle there. 


Itis beautiful for you, altar - nana ay 19): They praised the altar 
specifically on Sukkot because it was then, as they circled the 
altar, that they were particularly focused on it. In addition, on 
Sukkot more offerings were sacrificed on the altar than at any 
other time of year (Arukh LaNer). 


Circling the altar — nayan napa: On each of the days of Sukkot, 
the people would circle the altar while holding their /ulavim 
and recite: Lord, please save us. Lord, please grant us success. 
On the seventh day, they circled the altar seven times. It is a 
custom in all Jewish communities today to circle a Torah scroll 
placed in the center of the synagogue, to evoke the practice in 
the Temple (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 7:23). 


Colonnade [setav] - ep: From the Greek otod, stoa, mean- 
ing a covered row of columns, i.e., a portico. 


Branches [murbiyyot] — nivaywa: This word is found in similar 
usage in Syriac and means branch. Its root, rbh, means young, 
growing branch. 


Colonnade (setav| - VOD: Setav is is referring to a row of col- 
umns attached to a building. The Gemara here is referring to 
a double setav, i.e., two rows of columns. 


Colonnade 


And they would come and stand them upright at the sides 
of the altar - nayan ya pix papin pea: 


Willow branch at the side of the altar 
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NOTES 
So is its performance on Shabbat - nawa wya Ja: This 
is true when the seventh day, the day of the willow branch, 
coincides with Shabbat (Meri and others). 


Numerous and long and eleven cubits high - niany nia 
Max Wy IM ninian: Apparently, the measurement of 
eleven cubits is not an absolute requirement. Rather, to 
enhance the mitzva, they sought branches of that length 
(Rav Ya'akov Emden). See Kappot Temarim and Arukh LaNer, 
who conclude from the formulation of the Rambam that if 
they did not find branches that long they would take shorter 
branches and stand them on the surrounding ledge of the 
altar, or even higher, instead of on the base, so the branches 
would lean over the top of the altar. 


HALAKHA 


The willow branch in the Temple on Shabbat - maw 
naga wipiaa: The ritual of standing the willow branches 
upright i in the Temple was the same on Shabbat as during 
the week, except that the branches were brought to the 
Temple on Friday, before Shabbat, and they were placed in 


golden basins filled with water. The following day, on Shab- 


bat, they took the branches and stood them upright on the 
sides of the altar. The people then came, as they did each 
weekday, and took smaller branches from among the larger 
ones and circled the altar while holding them (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Lulav 7:22). 


The structural dimensions of the altar — nayan ma: The 
altar rose five handbreadths, which constitute one small 
cubit, and at that point it indented five handbreadths to form 
the base. It then rose thirty handbreadths, which constitute 
five standard six-handbreadth cubits, and then indented five 
additional handbreadths to form the surrounding ledge. It 
then rose eighteen handbreadths, which constitute three 


standard six-handbreadth cubits. That is where the arrange- 


ment of wood was placed (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 2:4). 


LANGUAGE 
Colony [kelanya] - xadp: From the Latin colonia, meaning 
colony, especially a military colony or base. 


Tax [karga] - x33: Related to the Middle Persian harg, 
meaning tribute. 
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The mishna notes: As its performance during the week, so is its 
performance on Shabbat;“" except for the fact that they would 
gather the branches from Shabbat eve and place them in basins of 
gold so that they would not dry. Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka says: 
‘There was a unique custom on the seventh day. They would bring 
palm branches to the Temple and place them on the ground at 
the sides of the altar, and that seventh day of Sukkot was called: 
The day of the placing of palm branches. Immediately after fulfill- 
ing the mitzva of taking the four species on the seventh day of the 
festival of Sukkot, children remove their lulavim from the binding 
and eat their etrogim as an expression of extreme joy. 


G E M A RA It was taught: Motza, which was mentioned 


in the mishna, was a Roman military colo- 
ny [kelanya].' The Gemara asks: And the tanna of our mishna, 
what is the reason that he called it Motza? The reason is that since 
it is exempted from the king’s tax [karga], they call it Motza,’ 
meaning removed. 


§ The mishna continues: And after gathering the willow branches, 
they would then come and stand them upright at the sides of the 
altar. It was taught: The willow branches were numerous and long, 
and eleven cubits high," so that they would lean over the altar one 
cubit. 


Mareimar said in the name of Mar Zutra: Learn from it that one 
places them on the base of the altar and not on the ground, as, ifit 
enters your mind that one places them on the ground, it would 
pose a difficulty in understanding the mishna. Now, since the fol- 
lowing is stated with regard to the structure of the altar: The altar 
ascended one cubit high and indented one cubit and that is the 
base, and it ascended five additional cubits and indented one cubit 
and that is the surrounding ledge, and it ascended three addi- 
tional cubits and that is the location of the horns of the altar, as 
the height of the altar totaled nine cubits;" consequently, where can 
you find a case where the willow branches lean over the altar one 
cubit? Due to the indentations, the branches would need to stand 
inclined. Eleven cubits would not be sufficiently high to lean one 
cubit over the altar. Rather, is it not that one must conclude from 
this that the branches were placed on the base, adding a cubit to 
their height? The Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude from it that 
it is so. 


Rabbi Abbahu said: What is the verse that alludes to the fact that 
the branches must lean one cubit over the top of the altar? It is as it 
is stated: “Encircle [isru] with branches on the Festival until the 
horns of the altar” (Psalms 118:27), indicating that willow branch- 
es should surround the horns of the altar. That is facilitated by 
standing the branches on the base. The Gemara cites derivations 
based on different interpretations of the terms in that verse. Rabbi 
Abbahu said that Rabbi Elazar said: With regard to anyone who 
takes a lulav in its binding and a myrtle branch in its dense-leaved 
form, the verse ascribes him credit as though he built an altar and 
sacrificed an offering upon it, as it is stated: 


BACKGROUND 


Motza — xxi: Motza is a village several kilometers west of 
Jerusalem. It is first mentioned in the book of Joshua (18:26) as 
one of the cities of Benjamin. In the tannaitic era, the Romans 
established a military colony adjacent to it to guard Jerusalem. 


Roman sarcophagus found in Motza 
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“Bind [isru] with dense-leaved branches [ba‘avotim] on the 
Festival until the horns of the altar” (Psalms 18:27), which 
alludes to both the binding of the lulav and to the myrtle branch, 
referred to in the Torah as the branch of a dense-leaved tree 
[anaf etz avot]. Rabbi Yirmeya said in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai,’ and Rabbi Yohanan said in the name of 
Rabbi Shimon HaMehozi, who said in the name of Rabbi 
Yohanan HaMakkoti: With regard to anyone who establishes 
an addition [issur] to the Festival on the day after the Festival 
by eating and drinking," the verse ascribes him credit as 
though he built an altar and sacrificed an offering upon it, as 
it is stated: “Add [isru] to the Festival with fattened animals 
[ba‘avotim] until the horns of the altar.” 


§ Apropos the halakha cited by Rabbi Yirmeya in the name of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai, the Gemara cites additional halakhot. 
Hizkiya said that Rabbi Yirmeya said in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai: With regard to all objects used in perfor- 
mance of each and every one of the mitzvot, a person fulfills 
his obligation only when the objects are positioned in the 
manner of their growth." One must take the lulav with the 
bottom of the branch facing down, as it is stated with regard to 
the beams of the Tabernacle: “Acacia wood, standing” (Exodus 
26:15), indicating that the beams stood in the manner of their 
growth. 


J 


That was also taught in a baraita: “Acacia wood, standing; 
indicating that they stand in the Tabernacle in the manner of 
their growth in nature." Alternatively, standing means that the 
beams support their gold plating that is affixed to the beams 
with nails. Alternatively, standing teaches: Lest you say that 
after the destruction of the Tabernacle their hope is lost and 
their prospect is abolished," and they will never serve a sacred 
purpose again, therefore the verse states: “Acacia wood, stand- 
ing,’ meaning that they stand forever and for all time and will 
yet be revealed and utilized again. 


PERSONALITY 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai — »n¥ 42 fiw %a7: Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai was one of the greatest Sages of the tannaitic era in the gen- 
eration prior to the redaction of the Mishna. He was the primary 
student of Rabbi Akiva and considered himself his successor. Rabbi 
Akiva valued his student greatly and said to him: It is sufficient that 
| and your Creator recognize your strength. Rabbi Shimon was 
preeminent in both legal and aggadic matters, and his numerous 
teachings are cited in every tractate and on every topic. Although 
the halakha is not always ruled in accordance with his opinion, 
particularly in disputes with Rabbi Yosei or Rabbi Yehuda, the hala- 
kha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in many fundamental 
areas of halakha. Rabbi Shimon also had a unique approach in 
halakhic midrash wherein he interpreted the rationale of verses, i.e., 
he arrived at legal conclusions based on his understanding of the 


Eating and drinking on the day after the Festival - mwa TP% 
an nDNA: It is the customary to eat and drink a bit more > than usual 
onthe day following the conclusion of the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 429:2 in the comment of the Rema). 


The manner of holding the species — wan NPI 13x: When 
taking the four species, one must hold them upright, with the 


HALAKHA 


reason behind a halakha. Some of his most prominent students 
were Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, Rabbi Shimon ben Yehuda, and his 
own son Rabbi Elazar, who, like his father, was one of the greatest 
Sages of the tannaitic era. 

Rabbi Shimon traveled to Rome as a representative of the 
Jewish people. However, upon his return to Eretz Yisrael, he openly 
denounced the Roman government. As a result of his comments, 
he was sentenced to death and spent many years in hiding. 

Rabbi Shimon was known as one of the outstanding righteous 
individuals of his era and as a miracle worker. Many stories are told 
of the wondrous deeds that he performed. Sifrei, the halakhic mid- 
rash on the books of Numbers and Deuteronomy, was formulated 
in his study hall. Rabbi Shimon is also the central personality in the 
book of the Zohar. He remains an object of admiration even today. 


top facing up and the roots facing down. The etrog is also held 
upright, with the stem pointing down. Some have adopted the 
custom of pointing the top of the lulav down when shaking it 
downward; however, that is not the common practice. Instead, 
most hold the /u/av upright even when shaking it downward 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 651:2; see also the Rema’s comment 
on 651:9). 


NOTES 
Until the horns of the altar - nayan niay tw: Appar- 
ently, the homiletic interpretation here is: Until the 
horns of the altar, meaning that it is considered as if he 
built the altar from its foundation to its horns. 


The manner of their growth — ayaa TI: Commen- 
aries explain why the etrog is held with the stem fac- 
ing downward, despite the fact that it actually grows 
he opposite way. Some explain that when the etrog 
begins to develop, it grows upward. It is only when the 
ruit grows larger and heavier that it begins to hang 
down. Another opinion is that this principle applies 
only to the palm, myrtle and willow branches, but not 
o the fruit of the etrog tree (see Binyan Shlomo). 


Etrog at an early stage of growth, facing upward 


Their hope and their prospect — 3p) 0729: Some 
commentaries explain: Their hope is that the people 
will once again utilize these materials; their prospect 
is that they are anticipating when that will be fulfilled 
(Arukh LaNer). 
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| am able to absolve the entire world - by ny qiwa nx bix 
þa obiya: Rabbeinu Hananel writes that because he lived ina 
cave for thirteen years, Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai enjoyed many 
divine revelations. One was that he was informed by divine 
sources that he was a full-fledged righteous individual. That is 
why he could make these audacious statements without being 
guilty of presumptuousness. 


Rabbi Eliezer, Rabbi Shimon, Jotham ben Uzziah — rg 27 
amy Ja ON» yaw var: This concept of grouping righteous 
people together evokes the story of Sodom, where God was 
willing to spare each of the cities thanks to the righteous who 
lived there. Based on the extent of their spiritual prominence, 
righteous people have the ability to affect a greater area for a 
longer period of time. For a discussion whether the merit of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai benefited his generation, see Arukh 
LaNer. 

With regard to the grouping of these three particular indi- 
viduals, some explain that it is due to the fact that although 
these three were full-fledged righteous individuals, none were 
privileged to derive benefit from this world proportional to 
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NOTES 


And Hizkiya said that Rabbi Yirmeya said in the name of 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai: I am able to absolve the entire world" 
from judgment for sins committed from the day I was created 
until now. The merit that he accrued through his righteousness 
and the suffering that he endured atone for the sins of the entire 
world. And were the merit accrued by Eliezer, my son, calculated 
along with my own, we would absolve the world from judgment 
for sins committed from the day that the world was created 
until now. And were the merit accrued by the righteous king, 
Jotham ben Uzziah," calculated with our own, we would absolve 
the world from judgment for sins committed from the day that 
the world was created until its end. The righteousness of these 
three serves as a counterbalance to all the evil deeds committed 
throughout the generations, and it validates the ongoing existence 
of the world. 


And Hizkiya said that Rabbi Yirmeya said in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai: I have seen members of the caste of the 
spiritually prominent,’ who are truly righteous, and they are 
few. If they number one thousand, I and my son are among 
them. If they number one hundred, I and my son are among 
them; and if they number two, I and my son are they. The 
Gemara asks: Are they so few? But didn’t Rava say: There are 
eighteen thousand righteous individuals in a row before the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, as it is stated: “Surrounding are 
eighteen thousand” (Ezekiel 48:35)? Apparently, the righteous 
are numerous. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This 
statement of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai is referring to the very few 
who view the Divine Presence through a bright, mirror-like 
partition,’ while that statement of Rava is referring to those who 
do not view the Divine Presence through a bright partition. 


The Gemara asks further: And are those who view the Divine 
Presence through a bright partition so few? But didn’t Abaye 
say: The world has no fewer than thirty-six righteous" people 
in each generation who greet the Divine Presence every day, as 
it is stated: “Happy are all they that wait for Him [lo]” (Isaiah 
30:18)? The numerological value of lo, spelled lamed vav, is 
thirty-six, alluding to the fact that there are at least thirty-six full- 
fledged righteous individuals in each generation. The Gemara 
answers: This is not difficult. This statement of Abaye is referring 
to those who enter to greet the Divine Presence by requesting 
and being granted permission," while that statement of Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai is referring to those who enter even without 
requesting permission, for whom the gates of Heaven are open 
at all times. They are very few indeed. 


their lofty spiritual level. 
were forced into 


serted his own rulings. 


with regard to whom t 


In Bereshit Rabba, as we 
Berakhot, Rabbi Shimon 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai and his son 
hiding and resided in a cave for many years. 
Jotham merely ruled as a substitute for his father but never as- 
Because they were not rewarded, their 
reward is atonement for the sins of others (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
Furthermore, Jotham ben Uzziah is the only king in the Bible 
ere are absolutely no disparaging re- 
marks, only praise. Apparently, he possessed no imperfections. 
as in the Jerusalem Talmud in tractate 
ben Yohai suggested the addition of 


does the Gemara here indicate that other righteous individuals 
achieved that level? He answers that in some respects a Torah 
scholar is superior to a prophet and merits to reach heights un- 
attainable by a prophet, albeit not by means of prophecy. Oth- 
ers suggest that the distinction between Moses and the other 
prophets is during their lifetime, as their corporeal existence 
obstructed their spiritual enlightenment. Rabbi Shimon ben 
Yohai is referring to righteous people who died and ascended 
to the purely spiritual world, where they are privileged to view 
God through a bright partition. 


other righteous individuals to him and his son, e.g., Abraham 


and the prophet Ahijah the Shilonite. 


Members of the caste of the prominent — 


eference to individuals who are privileged to rise to the highest 
levels of the Garden of Eden (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Thirty-six righteous — pt¥ KAW pohn: Some explain that the 
number thirty-six represents a majority of the Sanhedrin, the 
court that justifies the continued existence of the world (Nezer 
HaKodesh; see HaBoneh on Berakhot). 


myy 33: This is a 


Who enter by being granted permission [bar] - 123 dopa: 


myx ae: The Maharsha asks: Doesn't the Gemara 
say none of the prophets were privileged to view the Divine 
Presence through a bright, mirror-like partition other than Mo- 
ses, as the Torah states explicitly (see Numbers 12:8)? Why then 


Some explain that this means that they ascend together with 
their son [bar]. This is based on the notion that there are only 
few among the righteous privileged to have a child as righteous 
as they (Rabbeinu Hananel; Arukh). 
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§ The mishna asks: At the time of their departure at the end of the 
Festival, what would they say? The mishna answers that they would 
praise the altar and glorify God. The Gemara challenges this: But 
in doing so aren't they joining the name of Heaven and another 
entity, and it was taught in a baraita: Anyone who joins the name 
of Heaven and another entity" is uprooted from the world, as it 
is stated: “He that sacrifices unto the gods, save unto the Lord only, 
shall be utterly destroyed” (Exodus 22:19)? The Gemara answers 
that this is what the people are saying when they depart the Tem- 
ple: To the Lord, we acknowledge that He is our God, and to you, 
the altar, we give praise; to the Lord, we acknowledge that He is 
our God, and to you, the altar, we give acclaim. The praise to God 
and the praise to the altar are clearly distinct. 


§ The mishna continues: As its performance during the week, so 
is its performance on Shabbat. And according to Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Beroka, on the seventh day of the Festival they would bring 
palm branches to the Temple. Rav Huna said: What is the 
rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka? It is as 
it is written: “And you shall take for yourselves on the first day the 
fruit of a beautiful tree, branches of a date palm” (Leviticus 23:40). 
Branches in the plural indicates that two branches must be taken, 
one for the lulav and one for placement around the altar." And the 
Rabbis say: Although the word is vocalized in the plural, based on 
tradition it is written kappot, without the letter vav. Therefore, it is 
interpreted as ifit were written kappat, indicating that only one palm 
branch need be taken. 


Rabbi Levi says: The rationale for the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
ben Beroka is not based on a verse. Rather, it is a custom that devel- 
oped to express praise for the Jewish people, likening them to a date 
palm. Just as the date palm has only one heart, as branches do not 
grow from its trunk but rather the trunk rises and branches emerge 
only at the top, so too, the Jewish people have only one heart 
directed toward their Father in Heaven. 


§ Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The blessing over the mitzva 
of lulav is recited seven days and the blessing over the mitzva of 
sukka is recited one day. What is the rationale for this distinction? 
It is written explicitly in the Torah that the mitzva to sit in the sukka 
applies all seven days. The Gemara explains: With regard to the lulav, 
where the nights are distinct from the days, as the mitzva of lulav 
is not in effect at night, each day is a mitzva in and of itself. A 
separate blessing is recited over each mitzva. However, with regard 
to sukka, where the nights are not distinct from the days, as the 
mitzva of sukka is in effect at night just as it is during the day, the 
legal status of all seven days of the Festival is like that of one long 
day. 


But Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The bless- 
ing over the mitzva of sukka is recited seven days and the blessing 
over the mitzva of lulav is recited one day. What is the rationale 
for this distinction? The Gemara explains: The mitzva of sukka is a 
mitzva by Torah law all seven days of the Festival. Therefore, a bless- 
ing is recited for seven days. However, the mitzva of lulav, other 
than on the first day, is a mitzva by rabbinic law," as the Sages insti- 
tuted an ordinance to take the lulav for all seven days to commemo- 
rate the practice in the Temple. Therefore, it is enough to recite the 
blessing one day, on the first day. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: One recites a blessing over both this, the 
mitzva of sukka, and over that, the mitzva of lulav," all seven days. 
Rav Yosef said: Take the statement of Rabba bar bar Hana in your 
hand, as all the amora’im who transmitted statements of Rabbi 
Yohanan hold in accordance with his opinion in matters related to 


sukka. 


The Gemara raises an objection based on a baraita: 


HALAKHA 


The name of Heaven and another entity - paw ow 
INK TIN: It is prohibited to take an oath in the name 
of another entity together with the mention of God's 
name, even if the other entity is sacred. Whoever does 
so is uprooted from the world (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, 
Hilkhot Shevuot 11:2). 


The blessings over sukka and lulav- aby mpi nja: 
One recites the blessing over both the sukka and the 
lulav when fulfilling the mitzva, on all days of the Festival 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 639:1, 658:1, 662:1). 


NOTES 
Placing of the branches - nian wan: Apparently, ac- 
cording to Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka, they would place 
the palm branches each day, but on the seventh day 
they would place more of them. Therefore, that day was 
called: The day of placing of the palm branches (Rid). 


The mitzva of lulav is by rabbinic law - 377 abi: The 
Ritva is of the opinion that Rabbi Yohanan's opinion has 
far-reaching ramifications: No blessing is recited over 
a mitzva by rabbinic law. Consequently, in his opinion 
one does not recite a blessing over mitzvot like the ritual 
washing of hands or the kindling of Shabbat lights. 
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One who prepares a lulav — ab mip: The Meiri explained 
that although one no longer recites a blessing over binding 
the lulav, one recites the blessing of time when binding the 
four species. The Ra’avad distinguishes between mitzvot over 
which one recites the blessing of time because they contain 
an element of pleasure and joy, e.g., binding one’s own lulav, 
and mitzvot over which one does not recite the blessing be- 
cause there is no pleasure or joy, i.e., binding a lulav for another. 


To reside [/eishev] in the sukka - nawa awh: The author o 
the Meiri writes, as do many subsequent authorities, that the 
verb leishev in the context of sukka is not referring to its litera 
meaning of sitting, but rather as it appears in the verse: “And 
you resided [vateshvu] in Kadesh many days” (Deuteronomy 
1:46), Meaning remained in one place. As a result, there are dif- 
fering opinions with regard to the appropriate time to recite 
the blessing, as there is a dispute with regard to the practica 
definition of the term /eishev in the context of sukka. 
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The blessing, Who has given us life, for a lulav -yyw n51a 
abiba by: After reciting the blessing over the /ulav, prior to 
taking the /ulav, or prior to adjoining the etrog to the lulav, one 
recites the blessing: Who has given us life. It is not customary to 
recite this blessing when preparing the /ulav. This is either due 
to the opinion of Rav Kahana or due to the statement in tractate 
Menahot that one recites the blessing only at the conclusion of 
the mitzva (Rosh; Ritva). One recites this blessing on the first day 
that he takes the lulav. If he forgot to recite the blessing at that 
point, he may recite it on the day that he remembers to do so 
(Hayyei Adam; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 651:5-6). 


He repeats and recites the blessing over the lulav all seven 
days - Ayaw bs TA Win: Based on the conclusion of the 
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One who prepares a lulav" for himself, but not one who prepares 
for others, recites when preparing it on the eve of the Festival: 
Blessed ...Who has given us life, sustained us, and brought us 
to this time." When he takes it during the Festival in order to 
fulfill his obligation, he says: Blessed ...Who sanctified us with 
His mitzvot and commanded us concerning the taking of a 
lulav. And even though he recited the blessing over the lulav on 
the first day of the Festival, he repeats and recites the blessing 
over the lulav all seven days" when fulfilling the mitzva. One who 
establishes a sukka for himself recites: Blessed...Who has 
given us life," sustained us, and brought us to this time. When 
he enters to sit in the sukka, he recites: “Blessed... Who has 
sanctified us with His mitzvot and commanded us to reside in 
the sukka." And once he recited the blessing on the first day, he 
no longer recites it on the rest of the days, as all seven days are 
considered a single unit. 


Now, the halakha cited in this baraita that the blessing over lulav 
is recited all seven days is difficult; it contradicts the halakha 
stated by Rabba bar bar Hana in the name of Rabbi Yohanan, that 
the blessing over lulav is recited only on the first day. The halakha 
cited in this baraita that the blessing over sukka is recited only 
on the first day is likewise difficult, as it contradicts the halakha 
that Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said, that the 
blessing over sukka is recited all seven days. 


The Gemara continues: Granted, the contradiction between the 
halakha with regard to lulav in the baraita and the halakha with 
regard to lulav stated in the name of Rabbi Yohanan is not diffi- 
cult. Here, in the baraita, where the halakha is to recite the bless- 
ing each day, it is referring to a time when the Temple is in exis- 
tence, where the mitzva of lulav is performed all seven days. There, 
in the case of the statement of Rabbi Yohanan that the blessing is 
recited only on the first day, it is referring to a time when the 
Temple is not in existence. However, the contradiction between 
one halakha of sukka and the other halakha of sukka remains 
difficult, as Rabbi Yohanan’s statement indicates that the mitzva 
of sukka during the Festival is considered seven separate mitzvot, 
while the halakha in the baraita indicates that it is one extended 
mitzva. 


The Gemara answers: This matter is related to a general dispute 
between tanna’im, as it was taught in a baraita: With regard to 
phylacteries, every time one dons them he recites the blessing 
over them;" this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And 
the Rabbis say: One recites the blessing only in the morning. 
Apparently, these tanna’im would dispute the issue of sukka as 
well: Does one recite the blessing each time he performs the 
mitzva or only the first time he performs it at the beginning of 
Sukkot? 


HALAKHA 


Gemara and the practice according to most opinions, one re- 
cites the blessing over the /ulav each day it is taken. However, 
the blessing is recited only once a day, even if he takes it several 
times over the course of the day (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
622:1, and in the comment of the Rema according to Rabbi 
Ya'akov Weil). 


The blessing, Who has given us life, in the sukka - n373 
mawa WNW: One recites the blessing: Who has given us life, 
when fulfilling the mitzva of sukka. However, one does not 
recite the blessing when he constructs the sukka, for the same 
reason that one does not recite the blessing when preparing 
the lulav. Rather, he recites the blessing when reciting kiddush 


inside the sukka, in accordance with the opinion of Rav Kahana 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 641). 


The blessing over phylacteries — pyon n273: If one dons 
phylacteries several times during a single day, he recites the 
blessing each time. This is because fundamentally, virtually all 
authorities rule in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. In a case where one’s phylacteries were dislodged, or 
he removed them intentionally, some require him to recite the 
blessing again. However, the custom is not to recite the blessing 
again if he removed the phylacteries for a short period of time 
with the intent to don them again immediately (Rema, based 
on Tur, see Shulhan Arukh HaRav and Mishna Berura; Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 25:12). 
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Apropos phylacteries, it was stated that Abaye said: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, and Rava said: The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of the Rabbis. Rav Mari, son of the daughter of 
Shmuel, said: I observed Rava, who did not act in accor- 
dance with his own halakha and recite the blessing over phy- 
lacteries only once. Rather, he rises early, and enters the bath- 
room, and exits, and washes his hands, and dons phylacteries, 
and recites the blessing. And when he needs to go another 
time, he enters the bathroom, and exits, and washes his 
hands, and then dons phylacteries, and then recites the bless- 
ing. And we too, in the case of sukka, act in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and recite the blessing 
all seven days." 


Mar Zutra said: I observed Rav Pappi, who recited the bless- 
ing whenever he donned phylacteries. The Sages of the 
school of Rav Ashi recited the blessing whenever they 
touched the phylacteries" that they were donning. 


§ Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: The blessing over the 
mitzva of lulav is recited all seven days of the Festival. And 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: On the first day, there is 
the mitzva of lulav by Torah law, and one recites a blessing. 
From that point onward it is a mitzva of the Elders," a rab- 
binic ordinance to commemorate the Temple, and one is not 
required to recite a blessing. Rabbi Yitzhak said: On each day 
of Sukkot it is a mitzva of the Elders. The Gemara wonders: 
Even on the first day? But don’t we maintain that on the first 
day the mitzva of lulav is by Torah law? The Gemara emends 
the citation. Say that Rabbi Yitzhak said: On each day of Sukkot 
except for the first day. The Gemara asks: If so, that opinion 
is the same as that of Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi; but they ap- 
pear to disagree. The Gemara answers: Emend the citation and 
say: And likewise, Rabbi Yitzhak said, in agreement with 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. 


The Gemara notes: And Rav also held that the blessing over 
the mitzva of lulav is recited all seven days, and one recites 
the blessing even on the six days when the mitzva is by rab- 
binic law, as Rabbi Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: One 
who lights a Hanukkah light must recite a blessing. Rabbi 
Yirmeya said: One who sees a burning Hanukkah light must 
recite a blessing. What blessings does one recite? Rav Yehuda 
said: On the first day of Hanukkah, the one who lights recites 
three blessings: To light the Hanukkah light, Who has per- 
formed miracles, and the blessing of time. The one who sees 
burning lights recites two blessings. From this point onward, 
from the second day of Hanukkah, the one who lights recites 
two blessings, and the one who sees recites one blessing." 


The Gemara asks: And what is the first blessing that one re- 
cites? He recites: Blessed...Who has made us holy through 
His mitzvot and has commanded us to light the Hanukkah 
light. The Gemara asks: And where did He command us? The 
mitzva of Hanukkah is not mentioned in the Torah, so how can 
one say that it was commanded to us by God? The Gemara 
answers: The obligation to recite this blessing is derived from 
the verse: “You shall not turn aside from the sentence which 
they shall declare unto you, to the right, nor to the left” (Deuter- 
onomy 17:11). From this verse, the mitzva incumbent upon all 
Jews to heed the statements and decrees of the Sages is derived. 
Therefore, one who fulfills their directives fulfills a mitzva by 
Torah law. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that the mitzva to 
heed the voice of the Elders is derived from the verse: “Ask your 
father," and he will declare unto you, your Elders, and they 
will tell you” (Deuteronomy 32:7). 


HALAKHA 


Reciting the blessing over sukka all seven days — bs mz 
myaw: One recites the blessing: To reside in the sukka, each 
day of the Festival. On Shabbat and Festivals, one recites the 
blessing immediately following kiddush. Although most au- 
thorities rule in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi on this issue, it is customary to recite the blessing only 
before eating in the sukka (Rabbeinu Tam; Mordekhai; and 
others) and only before eating food that one is required to 
eat in the sukka. Some recite the blessing only when eating a 
full-fledged meal in the sukka. If one leaves the sukka to enter 
another, even ifit is adjoining, he must recite another blessing 
(Shulhan Arukh HaRav). The Vilna Gaon ruled in accordance 
with the ruling of the Rif and the Rambam and recited the 
blessing each time he entered the sukka (Hayyei Adam; see 
also Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 643:3). 


The blessings on Hanukkah - nann nia73: One who kindles 
the lights of Hanukkah on the first night recites three bless- 
ings: To light the Hanukkah light, Who has performed miracles, 
and the blessing of time. Beginning with the second night, 
one recites only two blessings, as he does not recite the bless- 
ing of time unless he failed to recite the blessings the first 
night. One who is certain that he will not be kindling the 
lights himself and has no one performing the mitzva on his 
behalf recites the blessings upon seeing the Hanukkah lights. 
However, he does not recite: To light the Hanukkah light. He 
recites only the other two blessings (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 676:1-3). 


NOTES 


Whenever they touched the phylacteries - max bs 
yma awn: There are several opinions among the com- 
mentaries with regard to the nature of this touching. In Sefer 
HaEshkol, the three primary opinions are cited: (1) People 
would touch their phylacteries regularly to avoid distraction 
from the mitzva, and they would recite the blessing because 
it is appropriate to recite the blessing at any time that one is 
donning the phylacteries. (2) Others say one touches them 
after becoming aware that he had been distracted. Upon 
reacquiring his focus, he recites the blessing because it is tan- 
tamount to fulfilling a mitzva anew. (3) One recites the bless- 
ing only in the event that the phylacteries were dislodged 
from their position. Upon restoring the phylacteries to their 
prescribed position, one recites a new blessing. 


From that point onward it is a mitzva of the Elders — jx 
Dap mya por: Some explain that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 
instructed that the blessing be recited as follows: On the first 
day one recites: Who has sanctified. ..concerning the taking 
of the lulav. From that point on, one recites the blessing: Who 
has sanctified us with His mitzvot...concerning a mitzva of 
the Elders. This is because the biblical mitzva that one is fulfill- 
ing when taking the /ulav on subsequent days is the mitzva to 
obey the Sages, and one recites the blessing over the mitzva 
that he is fulfilling. That is indicated in the Jerusalem Talmud 
as well (Rashash). 


You shall not turn aside...Ask your father — ...13Dn x 
‘par byw: Some explain that the dispute here with regard 
to the Torah source for the blessings over the Hanukkah 
candles is the basis for a more general dispute in the Talmud, 
as explained by the most prominent early commentaries 
(Rambam; Ramban; and others). The question is whether the 
mitzva: You shall not turn aside, applies even to ordinances 
instituted by the Sages, or only to their interpretations of the 
Torah. In the opinion of one amora, this mitzva includes even 
rabbinic ordinances, while according to the second opinion, 
those ordinances fall under the rubric of the mitzva: Ask your 
father and he will declare unto you (see Sefat Emet). 
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NOTES 


If he is able to introduce a novel element - bir ON 
131. wand: According to the Ba'al Halakhot Gedolot, 
the novel element includes even sweeping the sukka or 
bringing mattresses into the sukka. However, according 
to the Ritva, the novel element must be a matter whose 
addition to the structure facilitates fulfillment of the 
mitzva, e.g. part of the roofing. 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda - mm 249 K937: Later authorities 
noted that the same dispute exists with regard to the 
halakhot of blessings on vegetables, as Rabbi Yehuda 
requires not only a general blessing on the fruit of the 
ground, but a specific blessing for each species. How- 
ever, one could distinguish between the two areas of 
halakha in the following manner: blessings recited over 
different mitzvot are comparable to blessings recited 
on different days; each is clearly distinct, and therefore 
several may be recited. This is not the case with regard 
to blessings of enjoyment, which are recited over foods, 
among other things. This is because even according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, all blessings of enjoyment are funda- 
mentally a single blessing. 


The blessing over days and mitzvot — ov" n272 
niLa: An allusion to this can be found in the state- 
ment of the Sages that the 365 prohibitions in the Torah 
parallel the 365 days of the year. Just as each day of the 
year is distinct with regard to its particular blessings, 
so too, it is appropriate that each mitzva would be 
similarly distinct (Sefat Emet). 


HALAKHA 
Reciting many blessings together - 1m niay nia: 
One who has several mitzvot to perform at the same 
time recites the blessing for each mitzva separately 
and does not include them all in one blessing, in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda (Rambam 
Sefer Ahava, Hilkhot Berakhot 11:10). 


Perek IV 
Daf46 Amud b 


NOTES 

But if your heart turns away — sax m DXI: The 
homiletic interpretation is based on the same principle: 
If God adds to someone who is a full vessel in terms of 
knowledge or good attributes, he holds it; a person 
who is an empty vessel will not hold it. The verse is 
understood not as: If your heart turns [yifne] away, but 
rather as: If your heart is vacant [yippaneh]; an empty 
vessel holds nothing. 
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The Gemara asks: What blessing does he omit on the other days of 
Hanukkah? The Gemara answers: He omits the blessing of time: 
Who has given us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time. The 

Gemara asks: And say that he omits the blessing of the miracle: Who 

has performed miracles. The Gemara answers: The miracle is relevant 
on all of the days, whereas the blessing: Who has given us life, is 

pertinent only to the first time one performs the mitzva each year. In 
any event, from the statement of Rav it is clear that one recites a bless- 
ing over a rabbinic mitzva, and therefore one recites the blessing over 
the lulav all seven days. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak taught this halakha 

in the name of Rav explicitly, and it is unnecessary to infer Rav’s 

opinion from statements in other areas of halakha. Rav said: On all 

seven days, one recites the blessing over the mitzva of lulav. 


§ The Sages taught in a baraita: One who establishes a sukka for 
himself recites: Blessed ...Who has given us life, sustained us, and 
brought us to this time. When he enters to reside in the sukka, he 
recites: “Blessed... Who has sanctified us with His mitzvot and com- 
manded us to reside in the sukka. If the sukka was already established 
and standing and was not constructed for the sake of the mitzva of 
sukka, then if he is able to introduce a novel element" in the sukka 
for the sake of the mitzva, he recites the blessing: Who has given us 
life. And if not, then when he enters to reside in the sukka on the 
Festival he recites two blessings: To reside in the sukka, and: Who 
has given us life. Rav Ashi said: I observed Rav Kahana, who recites 
all these blessings over the cup on which he recites kiddush. 


The Sages taught: If one had several mitzvot before him to fulfill, 
he recites: Blessed...Who has sanctified us with His mitzvot, 
and commanded us concerning the mitzvot. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
He recites a blessing over each and every one in and of itself." 
Rabbi Zeira said, and some say that it was Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa 
who said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda." And Rabbi Zeira said, and some say that it was Rabbi 
Hanina bar Pappa who said: What is the rationale for the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda? It is as it is written: “Blessed is the Lord, day by 
day” (Psalms 68:20). The question arises: Is it so that one blesses 
Him by day and does not bless Him at night? Rather, the verse 
comes to tell you: Each and every day, give the Lord the blessings 
appropriate for that day. Here too, with regard to each and every 
matter, give Him blessings appropriate to that matter," and do not 
group the blessings together. 


Apropos the halakha transmitted by this pair of amora’im, the Gemara 
continues: Rabbi Zeira said, and some say that it was Rabbi Hanina 
bar Pappa who said: Come and see that the attribute of flesh and 
blood is unlike the attribute of the Holy One, Blessed be He. The 
attribute of flesh and blood is that an empty vessel 


holds that which is placed within it, while a full vessel does not hold 
it. However, the attribute of the Holy One, Blessed be He, is: If God 
adds to someone who is a full vessel in terms of knowledge or good 
attributes, he holds it; a person who is an empty vessel will not hold 
it. This is alluded to by the verse where it is stated: “And it shall come 
to pass, if you will hearken diligently [shamoa tishma] unto the 
voice of the Lord your God, to observe to do all his commandments” 
(Deuteronomy 28:1). This verse is interpreted homiletically: If you 
hearken [shamoa] in the present, you will hearken [tishma] in the 
future as well; and ifnot, you will not hearken. Alternatively: If you 
hearkened to the old, i.e., if you review what you already learned, you 
will hearken to the new as well. “But if your heart turns away” 
(Deuteronomy 30:17), you will no longer be able to hearken. 
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§ The mishna continues: Immediately after fulfilling the mitzva of 
taking the four species on the seventh day of Sukkot, children re- 
move their lulavim from the binding and eat their etrogim in an ex- 
pression of extreme joy. Rabbi Yohanan said: It is prohibited to 
derive benefit from the etrog on the seventh day" of the festival of 
Sukkot; however, on the eighth day it is permitted. It is prohibited 
to derive benefit from the sukka even on the eighth day.’ And 
Reish Lakish said: It is permitted to derive benefit from the etrog 
even on the seventh day, once the mitzva has been fulfilled. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what do they disagree? One Sage, 
Reish Lakish, holds that the etrog was set aside for its mitzva; once 
the mitzva has been fulfilled there is no legal barrier to eating the 
etrog on the seventh day. And one Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, holds that 
the etrog was set aside for the entire day. Therefore, one may not 
derive benefit from it even after he fulfills the mitzva. 


Reish Lakish raised an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 
from the mishna: Immediately after fulfilling the mitzva, children 
remove their Iulavim from the binding and eat their etrogim. What, 
is it not that the same is true for etrogim belonging to adults, and 
it would be permitted to eat those as well? Apparently, it is permit- 
ted to derive benefit from the etrog immediately after the mitzva is 
performed. Rabbi Yohanan rejected this: No, the mishna is referring 
to children specifically, who are not obligated by Torah law to 
fulfill the mitzva. However, etrogim belonging to adults were set 
aside for the entire day. 


Some say another version of the exchange between Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish. Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to the opin- 
ion of Reish Lakish from mishna: Immediately after fulfilling the 
mitzva, children remove their Iulavim from the binding" and eat 
their etrogim. One can conclude by inference: Etrogim belonging 
to children, yes, they may be eaten; etrogim belonging to adults, no, 
they may not be eaten until the conclusion of the Festival. Reish 
Lakish responded: The same is true for etrogim belonging to adults, 
i.e., it would be permitted to eat those as well, and the reason that 
the mishna is teaching specifically about etrogim belonging to chil- 
dren is that it is teaching the manner in which the matter typi- 
cally occurs, because children are entertained by eating the etrogim. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: According to Rabbi Yohanan, who 
holds that an object set aside for a mitzva is set aside for the entire 
day, what is different with regard to a sukka such that it is prohib- 
ited even on the eighth day, and what is different with regard to an 
etrog? 


Abaye said to him: With regard to a sukka, it is suitable for use even 

during twilight’ at the end of the seventh day, as, ifa meal happens 

to present itself to him at that time, he is required to sit in the 

sukka and eat in the sukka. Therefore, the sukka is set aside for the 

mitzva for the twilight period, and since it is set aside for the 

twilight period, it is set aside for the entire eighth day. Since the 

status of the twilight period is uncertain, it may be the evening of 
the eighth day, and once it is set aside for the potential start of the 

eighth day, it is set aside for the entire eighth day. However, with 
regard to an etrog, which, once the mitzva has been fulfilled, is not 
suitable for use during the twilight period, it is not set aside dur- 
ing the twilight period. Since it was not set aside then, it is not set 
aside for the entire eighth day. 


And Levi said: It is prohibited to use the etrog even on the eighth 
day. The father of Shmuel said: It is prohibited to use the etrog on 
the seventh day, and it is permitted on the eighth day. The Gemara 
notes that ultimately, the father of Shmuel reconsidered his opinion 
and assumed the opinion of Levi. Rabbi Zeira, however, assumed 
the opinion of the father of Shmuel, as Rabbi Zeira said: With 
regard to an etrog that was rendered unfit for any reason, it is pro- 
hibited to eat it all seven days, as it was set aside for the mitzva 
until the end of the Festival. 


HALAKHA 


Deriving benefit from the etrog on the seventh day - 
WIVI MINKA MXIT: It is prohibited to derive benefit 
from an etrog on the seventh day of Sukkot; however, 
it is permitted to do so on the Eighth Day of Assembly. 
Outside Eretz Yisrael it is prohibited to derive benefit 
from it on the eighth day as well, due to uncertainty 
whether it is the seventh day. However, it is permitted 
on the ninth day, even if it follows Shabbat (Tur, cit- 
ing Rosh), as the prohibition on the eighth day is due 
to uncertainty, so during twilight at the end of the 
eighth day, it is not prohibited. Some maintain that in 
that case, it is prohibited even on the ninth day (Tur, 
citing Rabbi Shimshon of Saens).These rulings are in 
accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Yohanan and 
Abaye (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 665:1). 


Deriving benefit from the sukka on the seventh 
and the eighth days — »awi wap TDA ANAT: It 
is prohibited to derive benefit from the sukka and from 
its decorations even on the Eighth Day of Assembly. 
Outside Eretz Yisrael, it is prohibited even on the ninth 
day. Some say that if the Festival concludes on Friday, 
which is impossible according to the fixed calendar in 
use today, then on Shabbat, the day following the Fes- 
tival, it is prohibited to derive benefit from the sukka 
and its decorations until the conclusion of Shabbat. 
Others permit one to do so (see Tur). The halakha in 
this matter is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 667:1). 


NOTES 


Sukka...on the eighth day — »37awa...7131D: The 
Gemara must be discussing a case where the sukka 
collapsed on the seventh day or earlier, so that there is 
no need to demolish it in order to derive benefit from 
it. Were the sukka still standing, it would be prohib- 
ited to dismantle it on the Eighth Day of Assembly, as 
dismantling is one of the primary categories of labor 
prohibited on the Festival. Alternatively, the Gemara 
is not discussing the sukka itself but its decorations. 
In that case, one could derive benefit even without 
demolishing the sukka (see Sefer Hashlama and Meiri). 


The children remove their /ulavim from the binding - 
pah me poniw nipiond wa: Most commentaries 

do not explain the Gemara as Rashi does, that the 

children themselves remove the /ulavim from their 
hands and eat their own etrogim. Of course, no proof 
for halakhic matters can be cited from the practice of 
children, since they cannot be relied upon to fulfill all 

aspects of halakha (see Rambam’s Commentary on 

the Mishna). Some authorities suggest that Rashi’s 

explanation is in accordance with the opinion of Reish 

Lakish and the Rambam's explanation is in accordance 

with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 


BACKGROUND 


Twilight - niwawi pa: The twilight period between 
the end of one day and the beginning of the next day 
is generally understood to be the period between 
sunset and the emergence of the stars. The halakhic 
status of this period is one of uncertainty. Therefore, 
the stringencies of both days apply. 
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NOTES 


A person should not transfer ownership. ..to a child - xb 
xpw>.. AIK ap: Many commentaries discuss and seek 
to determine the legal capacity of a child with regard to 
purchasing and acquiring objects. According to the Rid, 
Rabbi Zeira’s problem is only due to a rabbinic ordinance, 
because by Torah law, a child lacks the legal capacity even 
to acquire an object. Ran, on the other hand, holds that 
once the Sages instituted that a child has the legal capac- 
ity to acquire objects, the /ulav becomes his by Torah law, 
as the court has the power to declare property ownerless, 
and the child can take possession of ownerless property. 
According to the later authorities who discussed this ques- 
tion at length, there is a distinction between acquisition of 
an object by means of a gift, which is within the capacity of 
a child, and an acquisition by means of theft, which a child 
is incapable of accomplishing. The Ritva writes that even 
according to the opinion of Tosafot that one can give the 
four species to the child as a provisional gift, the concern 
remains that the child will somehow acquire full ownership 
despite the condition. 


A person should not say to a child - xpd wx xa xd: 
Some seek to explain the connection between the two 
statements of Rabbi Zeira in the Gemara. Apparently, in 
order to solve the problem with regard to giving and re- 
ceiving gifts from a child, it would be sufficient to mislead 
he child into believing that he was giving him the four 
species as a gift, while in fact the adult did not do so at all. 
Therefore, Rabbi Zeira says that this is not an appropriate 
solution, because one must be careful to avoid conduct 
hat could teach a child dishonesty and deceit. 


On the eighth day, with regard to which there is uncer- 
tainty that it might be the seventh day — aw pap yw: 
The early commentaries ask the following question, which 
e Rid raises without providing an answer: Why is the etrog 
prohibited on the eighth day with regard to which there is 
uncertainty that it might be the seventh day? Despite the 
uncertainty, the four species are not taken that day. Why, 
then, should the etrog be prohibited? The Ritva and the 
Meri explain that the reason the four species are not taken 
that day is due to the fact that if it is indeed the eighth day, 
by taking the four species, one would violate the prohibi- 
tion of set-aside. However, due to the uncertainty, all the 
prohibitions that apply to the seventh day apply to the 
eighth day as well. 


Everyone agrees that we reside in the sukka - dap am 
Pat php xb xoy: Some explain that the reason this is 
permitted is that by merely sitting in the sukka, one does 
not appear to be violating the prohibition against adding 
mitzvot to the Torah, as one is not performing an action. 
It is possible that the Gemara is just permitting one to 
sit in a sukka on the eighth day rather than mandating it 
(Sefat Emet). 


HALAKHA 


Giving a lulav to a child - 1 23) nynaz One should 
not give the four species to a child as a gift on the first day 
of the Festival until one has fulfilled the mitzva himself. 
Although a child has the legal capacity to acquire items 
given him as a gift, he does not have the legal capacity to 
transfer possession to another. Some authorities rule that 
once a child reaches the age of approximately six or seven 
years old, he is capable of transferring possession to others 
(Ran; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 658:6). 


Seven etrogim for seven days - 03? waw pains waw: 
If one designated seven etrogim for seven days, one etrog 
for each day, then once he fulfills the mitzva with the desig- 
nated etrog of that day, it is permitted to eat it the following 
day. However, one may not eat the etrog on its designated 
day, as it is set aside for performance of the mitzva for the 
entire day. This halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Asi, as that is the ruling of most halakhic authorities 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 665:2). 
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Rabbi Zeira said: A person should not transfer ownership of 
the four species to a child™ by means of a gift on the first day of 
the Festival. What is the rationale for this halakha? It is due to 
the fact with regard to acquisition, a child is able to acquire ob- 
jects; however, with regard to transferring ownership, he is not 
able to transfer ownership to others. In other words, a child is 
legally able to acquire an item given to him, but he does not have 
the legal cognizance to transfer ownership of an item to another. 
In this case, if an adult gives the child the four species as a gift 
before having fulfilled the mitzva himself, the child will be unable 
to effect the transfer of ownership back to the adult. And in that 
case, a situation will result where the adult is seeking to fulfill his 
obligation with a lulav that is not his. 


And Rabbi Zeira said: A person should not say to a child:"I will 
give you something, and then not give it to him, because he 
thereby comes to teach him about lying, as it is stated: “They 
have taught their tongues to speak lies” (Jeremiah 9:4). One 
must not accustom a child to fail to honor commitments. 


The Gemara notes: And other amora’im disagree with regard to 
the matter of the dispute of Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Shimon 
ben Lakish, as it was stated: If one designated seven etrogim for 
the seven days" of the Festival. Rav said: With each and every 
one, he fulfills his obligation with it and he may then eat it im- 
mediately. And Rav Asi said: With each and every one, he ful- 
fills his obligation with it and he may then eat it the following 
day. With regard to what principle do they disagree? One Sage, 
Ray, holds: The etrog was set aside for the mitzva; once the 
mitzva has been fulfilled it is no longer prohibited to derive ben- 
efit from the item. The other Sage, Rav Asi, holds: It was set aside 
for the entire day. Deriving benefit from the etrog remains pro- 
hibited until the end of the day, even after one has fulfilled the 


mitzva. 


The Gemara asks: And we, who live outside of Eretz Yisrael, who 
have two days of the Festival due to uncertainty whether the 
eighth day is actually the seventh day of Sukkot, how do we act 
with regard to deriving benefit from the four species? Abaye said: 
On the eighth day, with regard to which there is uncertainty that 
it might be the seventh day," it is prohibited, as due to that un- 
certainty, the day retains the sanctity of Sukkot. However, on the 
ninth day, with regard to which there is uncertainty as it might 
be the eighth day, it is certainly permitted. Mareimar said: Even 
on the eighth day, with regard to which there is uncertainty that 
it might be the seventh day, it is permitted. Since that is also the 
first day of the Eighth Day of Assembly, no vestige of the sanctity 
of the festival of Sukkot is attached to it. 


The Gemara notes: In Sura they acted in accordance with the 
opinion of Mareimar and derived benefit from the etrog on the 
eighth day. Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, acted in accordance 
with the opinion of Abaye. The Gemara notes: The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Abaye. 


§ Apropos the matter of the Eighth Day of Assembly in the Dias- 
pora, the Gemara notes: Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel bar 
Sheilat, said in the name of Rav: Outside of Eretz Yisrael, on the 
eighth day, with regard to which there is uncertainty that it might 
be the seventh day of Sukkot, its status is like that of the seventh 
day with regard to the mitzva of sukka and like that of the eighth 
day with regard to the blessing, i.e., in Grace after Meals, in 
kiddush, and in the Amida prayer, the Eighth Day of Assembly is 
mentioned. Rabbi Yohanan said: Its status is like that of the 
eighth day both with regard to this, the mitzva of sukka, and to 
that, the blessing. The Gemara explains: Everyone, even Rabbi 
Yohanan, agrees that we reside in the sukka" on the eighth day, 
with regard to which there is uncertainty that it might be the 
seventh day. When they disagree is 
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with regard to whether or not to recite the blessing over residing 
in the sukka. According to the one who says that the status of the 

eighth day is like that of the seventh day with regard to the mitz- 
va of sukka, we also recite the blessing: To reside in the sukka. 
However, according to the one who says that its status is like that 
of the eighth day both with regard to this and to that, we do not 

recite the blessing. Rav Yosef said: Take the statement of Rab- 
bi Yohanan that on the eighth day outside Eretz Yisrael one does 

not recite the blessing: To reside in the sukka, in your hand, i.e., 
adopt it as your practice. As Rav Huna bar Bizna and all the 

prominent scholars of the generation happened to visit a sukka 

on the eighth day, with regard to which there was uncertainty 
that it might be the seventh day, and they were sitting in the 

sukka, but they did not recite the blessing. 


The Gemara suggests: And perhaps the reason they did not recite 

a blessing is that they hold in accordance with the opinion of 
the one who said: Once he recited the blessing on the first 
Festival day he does not recite it again on the subsequent days, 
and not because it was the eighth day. The Gemara answers: That 
is not the reason that they did not recite the blessing, as the Sages 
learned through tradition that these Sages were coming from 
the fields, where they had been herding their flocks, and that was 
the first time during the Festival that they sat in a sukka. 


Some say a different version of the dispute: Everyone agrees 
that we do not recite the blessing; when they disagree it is with 
regard to whether to reside in the sukka. According to the one 
who says that the status of the eighth day is like that of the sev- 
enth day with regard to the mitzva of sukka, we reside in the 
sukka." However, according to the one who says that its status is 
like that of the eighth day both with regard to this and to that, 
neither do we reside in the sukka." Rav Yosef said: Take the 
statement of Rabbi Yohanan in your hand, as who is the Master 
responsible for dissemination of the halakha? It is Rav Yehuda, 
son of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, and on the eighth day, with 
regard to which there is uncertainty that it might be the seventh 
day," he himself resides outside of the sukka. The Gemara con- 
cludes: And the halakha is that we reside in the sukka on the 
eighth day, with regard to which there is uncertainty that it might 
be the seventh day, but we do not recite the blessing. 


§ Rabbi Yohanan said that one recites the blessing: Who has 
given us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time, on the 
eighth day of the Festival," as the eighth day is a Festival distinct 
from Sukkot, and one does not recite the blessing of time on the 
seventh day of Passover" because it is not a Festival distinct from 
Passover. 


And Rabbi Levi bar Hama said, and some say it was Rabbi 

Hama bar Hanina who said: Know that the eighth day of Sukkot 
is a Festival in and of itself and therefore requires its own blessing, 
as it is distinct from the seven days of Sukkot with regard to 

three matters:" With regard to sukka, as one is not obligated to 

sit in the sukka on the eighth day; and with regard to lulav, as one 

is not obligated to take the four species on the eighth day; and 

with regard to the water libation, as one does not pour the water 
libation on the altar on the eighth day. The Gemara notes: And 

according to Rabbi Yehuda, who said: With a vessel measuring 
one log the priest pours the water libation all eight days, includ- 
ing the eighth day, the eighth day is nevertheless distinct from 

the rest of the Festival with regard to the other two matters. 


NOTES 


We reside in the sukka — Yam amm: Tosafot ask: If one 
resides in the sukka on the eighth day due to the uncertainty 
that it might be the seventh day, why doesn't one take the 
four species on that day for the same reason? Ran suggests 
that taking the four species on the seventh day is a rabbinic 
ordinance to commemorate the Temple. In cases of uncer- 
tainty with regard to rabbinic ordinances, the ruling is lenient. 


Neither do we reside in the sukka — jam xb anm: The 
early authorities questioned the rationale for this opinion. 
Why would one not reside in the sukka on the eighth day? 
After all, there is uncertainty with regard to the eighth day, 
and the principle is that in cases of uncertainty with regard 
to a mitzva by Torah law, the ruling is stringent. Therefore, 
one should certainly be required to reside in the sukka. They 
answer that the case in question is with regard to modern 
times, when there is no longer any uncertainty, as there is a 
fixed calendar and the dates of the Festivals are known. The 
second Festival day in the Diaspora is observed only to main- 
tain the custom of our ancestors. On the other hand, were 
one to sit in the sukka on the eighth day according to this 
opinion, the concern is that people would belittle the sanctity 
of the Eighth Day of Assembly. Therefore, they ruled that one 
does not reside in the sukka on the eighth day (Ran; Ritva). 


As it is distinct from the seven 1 days of Sukkot with regard 
raised by the Sefat Emet and the ee t there a fourth 
matter in which the day differs, i.e., the obligation to take the 
willow branch? The Sefat Emet answers that the separate tak- 
ing of the willow branch is included in the category of lulav. 


HALAKHA 


The mitzva of sukka on the eighth day with regard to 
which there is uncertainty that it might be the seventh 
day — yaw Pad mawa MDID Mia: Outside Eretz Yisrael, one 
eats in the sukka on the Eighth Day of Assembly, as there is 
uncertainty whether it is the seventh day or the eighth day. 
However, the blessing: To reside in the sukka, is not recited. 
In kiddush and in the prayers the Eighth Day of Assembly is 
mentioned, and one recites the blessing of time indicating 
that it is an independent Festival. Most authorities rule in 
this matter in accordance with the conclusion of the Gemara 
here. However, there are many different opinions among the 
halakhic authorities, and correspondingly there are many 
different customs. Some eat an insubstantial or incomplete 
meal in the sukka on that day; others eat in the sukka only 
during the day and not at night. Many authorities rule that 
one should not sleep in the sukka that night (Maharil; Darkei 
Moshe; Noda Bihuda) and that is the prevailing custom (see 
Beer Heitev, Mishna Berura, and others). In all these matters, 
everyone should follow his local custom (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 668:1). 


The blessing of time on the eighth day of the Festival — pat 
anw mawa: One recites the blessing of time at the start of 
the Eighth Day of Assembly, since it is a Festival in and of itself 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 668:1). 


The blessing of time on the seventh day of Passover - pa} 
nbs by wawa: One recites kiddush on the evening of the 
seventh day of Passover. However, one does not recite the 
blessing of time, because the seventh day is not a Festival in 
and of itself (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 490:7). 
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HALAKHA 
Eating matza on Passover - nba 712 bro: 
There is a positive mitzva by Torah law to eat matza 
on the first night of Passover. Subsequently, there is 
no obligation to eat matza; there is merely a prohi- 
bition against eating leaven (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 475:7). 


NOTES 


Bull. ..bulls. ..On the day...and on the day - ..13 
Dieo}...13...0°99: An alternative explanation is cit- 
ed in the Sefat Emet. The contrast is not between 
the eighth day and the seven previous days; rather, 
the contrast is between the Eighth day of Assembly 
and the seventh day of Passover. With regard to the 
seventh day of Passover, it says: Bulls, like it does on 
all the previous days of Passover, in contrast to the 
Eighth Day of Assembly, where it says: Bull, unlike 
the previous days. With regard to the seventh day 
of Passover it says: And on the day, a continuation 
of the previous days, as opposed to the Eighth Day 
of Assembly, where it says: On the day, without 
the conjunction, indicating that it is a Festival in 
and of itself. 


As per the regulation. ..as per their regulation — 
ovawns...vswas: Although with regard to the first 

through sixth days of Sukkot, the verse states: As per 
the regulation, since on the seventh day it states: As 

per their regulation, and on the eighth it reverts to: 
As per the regulation, this indicates that the eighth 

day is different from the other seven days (Ritva). 


Failure to bring...prevents — p339): Some ex- 
plain that if one of the offerings is not brought, 
then the obligation is not fulfilled even with regard 
to the offerings that were already brought. Others 
explain that this means that if one realizes ahead 
of time that one animal is missing, none of the 
offerings are sacrificed (Meiri). In tractate Menahot, 
proof that failure to bring all the offerings prevents 
fulfillment of the obligation with the others is cited 
from the terms: As per the regulation, and: As per 
their regulation, indicating that they are sacrificed 
only when all the offerings are brought. 
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The Gemara asks: If so, the seventh day of Passover should be considered 
distinct as well, as it is distinct from the first day in terms of the obligation 
of eating matza, as the Master said: On the first night of Passover, it is 
an obligation to eat matza." From that point onward, it is optional; if 
one chooses, he eats matza, and if he chooses not to eat matza, he need 
not, provided that he does not eat leavened foods. The Gemara retorts: 
How can these cases be compared? There, in the case of Passover, the 
halakha of the seventh day is distinct from the first night; however, it is 
not distinct from the first day, as on the first day there is no obligation to 
eat matza. Here, in the case of Sukkot, the eighth day of the Festival is 
distinct even from the first day. 


Ravina said a different reason for the distinction between the two Festi- 
vals: This, the eighth day of Sukkot, is distinct in terms of its halakhot, 
even from the day just before it, the seventh day. However, that, the sev- 
enth day of Passover, is distinct in terms of its halakhot, only from a day 
previous to the day before, i.e., the first day alone. There is no distinction 
between the sixth and seventh days. 


Rav Pappa said another reason why the eighth day of Sukkot is considered 
a distinct Festival. Here, with regard to the additional offering sacrificed 
on the Eighth Day of Assembly, it is written: “And you shall present a 
burnt-offering, an offering made by fire, of a sweet savor unto the Lord: 
One bull” (Numbers 29:36). There, with regard to the additional offering 
sacrificed on the first day of Sukkot, it is written: “And you shall present a 
burnt-offering, an offering made by fire, of a sweet savor unto the Lord: 
Thirteen bulls” (Numbers 29:13), and on each subsequent day one bull 
fewer is sacrificed: Twelve on the second day, eleven on the third day, and 
so on, until seven are sacrificed on the seventh day. Were the eighth day 
part of the festival of Sukkot, the additional offering on that day should 
have included six bulls. The fact that it includes only one bull indicates that 
it is a distinct Festival. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Here, it is written: “On the eighth day 

you shall have a solemn assembly; you shall do no manner of servile labor” 
(Numbers 29:35). This indicates that this day is distinct from the others, as 

there, with regard to the other days of Sukkot, it is written: And on the 

day," indicating that each of the days from the second through the seventh 

are all continuations of the first day. 


Rav Ashi said: Here, with regard to the eighth day, it is written: “Their 
meal-offering and their libations, for the bull, for the ram, and for the lambs, 
shall be according to their number, as per the regulation” (Numbers 
29:37). However, there, with regard to the seventh day, it is written: “And 
their meal-offering and their libations, for the bulls, and for the rams, 
and for the lambs, according to their number, as per their regulation”™ 
(Numbers 29:33). The Gemara understands the use of the plural pronoun: 
Their, to indicate that the offerings sacrificed on all seven days are related. 


The Gemara asks: Let us say that the following supports the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan that one recites the blessing of time on the eighth day. 
Failure to bring either the bulls, or the rams, or the sheep on the Festival 
prevents" fulfillment of one’s obligation with the other animals, as they 
are considered one offering. Rabbi Yehuda says: Failure to bring the bulls 
does not prevent fulfillment of one’s obligation with the other animals, 
since they decrease progressively each day. The Torah displays flexibility 
with regard to the bulls. Therefore, apparently, even if they are not brought 
at all one fulfills his obligation with the others. 


The Sages said to Rabbi Yehuda: But don’t the numbers of all the animals 

eventually decrease on the eighth day, as on the other days two rams and 

fourteen sheep are sacrificed and on the eighth day itis one ram and seven 

sheep? Rabbi Yehuda said to them: The Eighth Day of Assembly is a 

Festival in and of itself. As just as the seven days of the festival of Sukkot 

require an offering, and a song sung by the Levites, and a blessing unique 

to the festival of Sukkot, and there is a mitzva of staying overnight in Je- 
rusalem after the first Festival day, so too, the eighth day requires an of- 
fering, and a song sung by the Levites, and a blessing unique to the Eighth 

Day of Assembly, and there is a mitzva of staying overnight in Jerusalem 

at its conclusion. 
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What, is it not that the blessing mentioned is the blessing of time, in 
support of the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan? The Gemara rejects this pos- 
sibility: No, the blessing here is Grace after Meals and the Amida prayer, 
where mention is made of the Eighth Day of Assembly and not of Sukkot. 
Therefore, there is no support for the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan that one 
recites the blessing of time on the Eighth Day of Assembly. 


The Gemara says: So too, it is reasonable that this is the proper under- 
standing of the baraita, as should it enter your mind that the baraita is 
referring to the blessing of time, is there a blessing of time all seven days 
of Sukkot? One recites the blessing only on the first day. The Gemara 
responds: This is not difficult, and that is no proof that the baraita is 
not referring to the blessing of time, as the baraita could mean that if 
one did not recite the blessing today, on the first day, he recites the 
blessing on the next day or on another day of the Festival. Under those 
circumstances the blessing of time may be recited on any of the seven 
days. 


The Gemara asks: How could one recite the blessing of time on each of 
the days of Sukkot if in any case we require the blessing to be recited 
over a cup of wine, and not everyone has access to wine during the in- 
termediate days of the Festival? From the fact that the Gemara does not 
consider this factor, let us say that this baraita supports the opinion of 
Rav Nahman, as Rav Nahman said: One recites the blessing of time 
even in the marketplace,'’ without wine, as, if you say that we require 
a cup of wine in order to recite the blessing of time, is there a cup of 
wine available every day that would enable one to recite the blessing 
during the intermediate days of the Festival? The Gemara rejects this 
proof: Perhaps the baraita is referring to a case where a cup of wine 
happened to become available to him. The baraita is not describing the 
preferred method of reciting the blessing but merely a possibility. 


The Gemara asks: And does Rabbi Yehuda really hold that the Eighth 
Day of Assembly requires one to stay overnight’ at its conclusion? But 
wasn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: From where is it 
derived that the second Pesah, when the Paschal lamb is brought by 
those who were impure and unable to sacrifice it on the first Pesah, does 
not require staying overnight at its conclusion?" As it is stated with 
regard to the first Pesah: “And you shall turn in the morning and go 
unto your tents” (Deuteronomy 16:7), and immediately thereafter it is 
written: “Six days you shall eat matzot” (Deuteronomy 16:8). From the 
juxtaposition of these two verses Rabbi Yehuda derives the following: 
That which requires observance of the six subsequent days requires 
staying overnight; that which does not require observance of the six 
subsequent days does not require staying overnight. What does this 
juxtaposition come to exclude? Is it not to exclude the eighth day of 
the Festival, as it is not followed by the observance of six days? 


NOTES 


One recites the blessing of time even in the marketplace — pat 
pwa oy iMn: Although there is no inherent connection be- 
ween the blessing of time and drinking a cup of wine, apparently, 
whenever it is possible to recite a blessing along with a fixed re- 
quirement, it is preferable to do so. This is the practice with regard 
o several other halakhot as well. The reason for this might be tha 
he cup of wine creates a sense of joy when one recites a blessing 
over it. 


Stay overnight — ay): It is a mitzva for anyone who brings an of- 
ering to the Temple in Jerusalem to stay overnight and not head 
home immediately. Josafot ask in tractate Pesahim: Why does one 
who offers the Paschal lamb on the second Pesah not stay the nigh 
as well? The Paschal lamb should be no different from any other 
individual offering. The Meiri explains that Rabbi Yehuda holds 
that this halakha is a biblical decree, as it is derived by means o 
a juxtaposition: Only Pesah that requires observance of six subse- 


quent days requires staying overnight; Pesah that does not require 
observance of six subsequent days does not require remaining 
overnight. This excludes the second Pesah and does not exclude 
other Festivals or offerings. 


Second Pesah and staying overnight — my) w mba: The Gemara 
here cites a statement in the name of Rabbi Yehuda and then pro- 
ceeds to question it by citing another statement of his that appar- 
ently contradicts the first. The Gemara resolves the contradiction 
in a manner that allows for Rabbi Yehuda to be the author of both 
statements. Later authorities note, however, that in tractate Pesahim, 
where the same contradiction is raised, a different solution is pro- 
vided: The two opinions of Rabbi Yehuda were cited differently by 
different tanna‘im. Some explain that a different solution is cited 
here because the resolution here better resolves the contradiction 
(see Arukh LaNer, Sefat Emet, and others). 


HALAKHA 

One recites the blessing of time even in the mar- 
ketplace - pwa box Sains pat: Although generally 
the blessing of time is recited over a cup of wine, one 
is not obligated to do so, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Nahman. That explains the validity 
of the custom to recite the blessing of time on Yom 
Kippur following the Kol Nidrei prayer (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 619:1). 
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BACKGROUND 


First fruits - oy»: The first fruits of a new harvest were 
given to the priests (see Deuteronomy 26:1-11). In the time 
of the Temple, a farmer would select the first of the seven 
types of fruit with which Eretz Yisrael is favored (see Deuter- 
onomy 8:8). He would bring them to the Temple in a basket, 
place them before the altar, and recite prayers of thanks to 
God. Afterward, the fruit was given to the priests and eaten 
under the same restrictions governing teruma. First fruits 
were brought to the Temple between the festivals of Shavuot 
and Sukkot. If they were not brought during that period, an 
extension was granted until Hanukkah. An entire tractate of 
the Mishna, Bikkurim, is devoted to the details of this mitzva. 


NOTES 
Require a peace-offering — 1397 pay: Two offerings were 
typically brought with the first fruits. First, one placed turtle- 
doves and pigeons on the basket of the first fruits, as adorn- 
ment. These birds were sacrificed as burnt-offerings. In ad- 
dition, peace-offerings were brought with the first fruits, in 
fulfillment of the verse: “You shall rejoice with all the good” 
(Deuteronomy 26:11). In the Temple, rejoicing was possible 
only with the meat of peace-offerings (see Meir). 


Song - Vw: In tractate Arakhin, the requirement to accom- 
pany the first fruits with song is derived from a verbal analogy 
between two verses. One verse states: “You shall rejoice with 
all the good” (Deuteronomy 26:11), and the other states with 
regard to the offerings on the Festivals: “With rejoicing and 
with glad heart” (Deuteronomy 28:47). Just as the rejoicing 
referred to in the latter verse is accompanied by song, so 
too, the rejoicing referred to in the former is accompanied 
by song. 


Under the hand of the owner — Dwa t nnn: See Tosafot, 
who point out that this does not mean that the priest physi- 
cally places his hands beneath those of the owner; rather, 
he places them lower on the basket than the point where 
the owner is grasping the basket. That is because Tosafot 
are insistent that there be no interposition between the 
owner's hands and the basket. Rashi and the Ritva do not 
insist upon this, because in their opinion, the essential wav- 
ing is performed by the owner, and the waving of the priest 
is not essential. However, others explain that the essential 
waving is the one performed by the priest, not by the owner. 
Nevertheless, they maintain that interposition between the 
priest's hands and the basket is not a problem. Others ex- 
plain that the issue is not one of interposition. Rather, the 
question is who provides the primary force for the waving 
(see Sefat Emet). 


What halakhic conclusion was reached — aby NTN: This 
question is typically raised in instances where there is an 
extensive halakhic discussion involving citation of numer- 
ous and varied sources that do not lead to a clear conclu- 
sion. In these cases the question is asked: What conclusion 
was reached with regard to the question that opened the 
discussion, which was forgotten in the course of the lengthy 
discussion? 


HALAKHA 
Offering, song, waving - 151m Vw) 127p: First fruits must 
be waved before the altar and are accompanied by peace- 
offerings as an expression of rejoicing. In addition, they are ac- 
companied by a song in honor of the first fruits, which is sung 
by the Levites as the people enter the Temple courtyard with 
the first fruits (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 3:12). 


Staying overnight with the first fruits - o-ND37 OY my): 
One who brings first fruits to the Temple in Jerusalem does 
not leave after completing the ceremony. Rather, he remains 
in the city overnight (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 
3:14). 


Waving the first fruits - o15°377 NDI: The first fruits are 
waved in the following manner: The owner places his hands 
under the basket, and the priest places his hands under 
those of the owner, and they wave it together (Rambam 
Sefer Zeraim, Hilkhot Bikkurim 3:12). 
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The Gemara rejects this: No, it comes to exclude the second Pesah, 
which is similar to the first Pesah in terms of its offering, and it 
teaches that since it is not followed by the observance of six days 
there is no obligation to stay overnight. The Gemara says: So too, 
it is reasonable to say that Rabbi Yehuda is excluding the second 
Pesah, as we learned in a mishna: The first fruits? require a peace- 
offering" to be brought with them, a song" unique to the occasion, 
sung by the Levites, waving," and staying overnight." Whom did 
you hear who said that first fruits require waving? It is Rabbi 
Yehuda, and the mishna is saying that first fruits require staying 
overnight. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda excludes only the second 
Pesah from the requirement of staying overnight. 


Rabbi Yehuda holds that first fruits require waving, as it was taught 
in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says that it is stated with regard to 
first fruits: “And you shall set it down before the Lord your God,” 
(Deuteronomy 26:10), and this is referring to waving before the altar 
the basket containing the first fruits. Do you say that this is referring 
to waving, or perhaps it is referring only to actually setting it down 
adjacent to the altar? When the Torah says: “And the priest shall take 
the basket from your hand and set it down before the altar of the 
Lord your God” (Deuteronomy 26:4), setting it down is already 
stated. How, then, do I establish the meaning of the verse: “And you 
shall set it down”? This is referring to waving. 


The Gemara asks: And perhaps the baraita that requires one to stay 
overnight when bringing first fruits to Jerusalem is not in accordance 
with Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion. Rather, it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, who also holds that first 
fruits require waving. As it was taught in a baraita that it is written: 
“And the priest shall take the basket from your hand” (Deuter- 
onomy 26:4), which taught concerning first fruits that they require 
waving. This is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov? How does he derive the waving of the first 
fruits from this verse? The Gemara answers: This is derived by 
means of a verbal analogy between the term “hand” written with 
regard to first fruits and the term “hand” written with regard to a 
peace-offering. It is written here, with regard to first fruits: “And 
the priest shall take the basket from your hand,’ and it is written 
there, with regard to a peace- offering: “His own hands shall bring 
the offerings of the Lord made by fire; the fat with the breast shall 
he bring, that the breast may be waved before the Lord” (Leviticus 


7:30). 


In addition, one can derive by means of the verbal analogy that just 
as here, with regard to first fruits, a priest performs the waving, so 
too, with regard to a peace-offering, a priest performs the waving. 
And just as there, with regard to a peace-offering, the owner per- 
forms the waving, so too here, with regard to first fruits, the owner 
performs the waving. How so? How can both the priest and the 
owner perform the waving? The owner places his hands beneath the 
peace- offering or under the first fruits, and the priest places his hand 
under the hand of the owner" and waves it together with him." In 
any event, Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov requires waving of the first fruits. 
Therefore, it is possible that the baraita is stated in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov and no conclusive proof 
can be cited with regard to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


What halakhic conclusion was reached" concerning the blessing 
of time? Rav Nahman said: One recites the blessing of time on 
the eighth day of the festival of Sukkot. And Rav Sheshet said: 
One does not recite the blessing of time on the eighth day of 
the Festival. The Gemara concludes: And the halakha is that one 
recites the blessing of time on the eighth day of the Festival. 


The Gemara notes: It was taught in a baraita in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Nahman: The eighth day 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek IV 
Daf 48 Amuda 


pea PWP ya pay) iayy yaa bay 


293 bay jnyy 93 yor ayy 203 
mea TPY Navy 993 3p jayy 
AAYY 1293 7373 foxy 


zwa min aman boar N 
napawa bora ow mng sian 
EE by (MN aiw OF tiaa 

ana nin bp 


DIY 7207 17 hon aan” 
het sip op mbh nist Y JX 
KITES HITT SID D) KYN fang IN 

- "qK nix 


ranya aiw op hy niab pema 
nam WNIT av OF bib wyi 
anny ww - MNT aiw OP shah me 
pecs sip a 995 one weyin mab 

MY naw psy 


is a Festival in and of itself’ with regard to the matter of: Peh, zayin, 
reish; kuf, shin, beit. This is an acronym for: A lottery [payis] in and 
of itself," i.e., a new lottery is performed on that day to determine 
which priests will sacrifice the offerings that day, and the order estab- 
lished on Sukkot does not continue; the blessing of time [zeman], i.e., 
Who has given us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time, in 
and of itself, as it is recited just as it is recited at the start of each 
Festival; a Festival [regel ] in and of itself, and there is no mitzva to 
sit in the sukka (see Tosafot); an offering [korban] in and of itself," 
as the number of offerings sacrificed on the Eighth Day is not a con- 
tinuation of the number sacrificed on Sukkot but is part of a new 
calculation; a song [shira] in and of itself,’ since the psalms recited 
by the Levites as the offerings are sacrificed on the Eighth Day are not 
a continuation of those recited on Sukkot; a blessing [berakha] in 
and of itself," as the addition to the third blessing of Grace after 
Meals and to the Amida prayer (see Tosafot) is phrased in a manner 
different from that of the addition recited on Sukkot. 


MI S H N A This mishna elaborates upon the first mishna 


in this chapter. The obligation to recite hallel" 
and the mitzva of rejoicing on the Festival by sacrificing and eating 
the meat of peace-offerings are always for eight days." The mishna 
explains: How so? This teaches that a person is obligated in hallel, 
and in the mitzva of rejoicing, and in reverence for the last day of 
the Festival like he is for all the other days of the Festival. 


GEMARA The Gemara asks: From where are these 

matters, that on the eighth day of the Festival 
one is obligated to rejoice, derived? It is as the Sages taught that the 
verse states with regard to Sukkot: “And you shall be altogether joy- 
ful” (Deuteronomy 16:15 )." The verse comes to include the evenings 
of the last day of the Festival, i.e., then too, one is obligated to rejoice 
by partaking of the meat of the peace-offerings sacrificed the previous 
day. The Gemara asks: Does the verse come to include the evening of 
the eighth day? Or perhaps it comes to include only the evening of 
the first day of the Festival. The Gemara answers: When the verse 
says: Altogether, it is exclusionary, and it has distinguished this night 
from the other nights of the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: What did you see that led you to include the eve- 
nings of the last day of the Festival in the mitzva of rejoicing and to 
exclude the evenings of the first day of the Festival? Why not require 
one to sacrifice peace-offerings on the afternoon preceding the Festi- 
val to be eaten on the first night? The Gemara answers: I include the 
evenings of the last day of the Festival, before which there is a day 
of rejoicing, as it is reasonable that the rejoicing should continue, and 
I exclude the evenings of the first day of the Festival, before which 
there is not a day of rejoicing, as there is no obligation to sacrifice 
offerings on the afternoon preceding the Festival. 


HALAKHA 


A lottery in and of itself — ayy 353 D5: The lottery for the Eighth 
Day of Assembly is unrelated to the lottery conducted among the 
priestly watches on Sukkot (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 10:13). 


An offering in and of itself — ayy 1393 137p: The offerings sac- 
rificed on the Eighth Day of Assembly are not a continuation of 
the offerings sacrificed on Sukkot. This day has its own distinct 
additional offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 
10:5). 

A blessing in and of itself — taxy 393 737: On the Eighth Day of 
Assembly, both in prayers and in Grace after Meals, one mentions 


the Eighth Day of Assembly and not Sukkot (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 668:1). 


The obligation to recite hallel is for eight days - minw ban: 
Hallel is recited in its complete form during the seven days of Suk- 
kot and on the Eighth Day of Assembly, and a blessing is recited 
before hallel both communally and individually (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 644:1). 


The mitzva of rejoicing is for eight days - miny nnawn: 
There is a positive mitzva that by Torah law to rejoice during 
the seven days of Sukkot and the Eighth Day of Assembly. Al- 
though the rejoicing in the Torah involves bringing peace- 
offerings, included in this mitzva is a person and the members 
of his family rejoicing in any appropriate manner (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 6:17; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 669:1). 


NOTES 
A Festival in and of itself — inyy 253 os: There are 
many explanations of this phrase, and several com- 
mentaries address it at length (see Ramban and Ritva). 
Rashi and the Rid understand that the Eighth Day of 
Assembly is not part of Sukkot, and therefore there is 
no obligation to observe the mitzvot of sukka and lulav. 
Many commentaries (Rif; Ran; Rabbeinu Hananel; 
Arukh; Rabbeinu Yehonatan) explain this in accordance 
with the opinion of the geonim that it is referring to 
the halakhot of mourning. The Eighth Day of Assembly 
is a Festival in and of itself in terms of canceling the 
seven-day period of mourning as well as the thirty-day 
period of mourning. 
Some explain that this is referring to the obligation 
o remain overnight in Jerusalem, as one is required 
o do on other Festivals (Rabbeinu Tam; Meiri). Others 
say that the day is considered a Festival in and of itself 
in terms of being considered one of the three Festivals 
hat must pass in order to violate the prohibition: You 
shall not be slack in paying one’s vows (Ramban). 
Yet others explain this as referring to the obliga- 
ion to bring the burnt-offering of appearance and the 
Festival peace-offering. On the Eighth Day of Assembly 
it is possible to compensate for failure to bring these 
offerings during Sukkot; however, should one who was 
not obligated when Sukkot began become obligated 
over the course of the Festival, e.g., if a minor reaches 
majority or if one who was ill recovers, the Eighth Day 
of Assembly is considered a separate Festival, and such 
an individual would be obligated to bring those offer- 
ings on the eighth day (Ramban; Ritva). 


A song in and of itself — traxy 392 Tw: Although 
there was a song recited on each of the days of Sukkot, 
some say that unlike the days of Sukkot, a complete 
psalm was recited on the Eighth Day of Assembly. Oth- 
ers explain that unlike the psalms on the other days 
of Sukkot, the psalm of the Eighth Day of Assembly 
was not displaced by the psalm of Shabbat (Ritva). Yet 
others explain that on the Eighth Day of Assembly, the 
theme of the psalm is different from the theme of the 
psalms recited on the days of Sukkot, which all discuss 
gifts to the poor (see Meiri and others). 


A blessing in and of itself — tax 393 7372: Most com- 
mentaries explain that this means that one mentions 
the Eighth Day of Assembly and not Sukkot in prayers 
and in Grace after Meals. Rashi, citing the Josefta, notes 
that there was a special blessing for the king recited 
that day. 


And you shall be altogether [akh] joyful — Jx nm) 
mgt: There is a well-known question discussed in this 
context: The term akh is usually interpreted as indicat- 
ing restriction or exclusion; how is it interpreted here 
inclusively? 

One answer is that in this case it is restrictive in tha 
it comes to rule out any conduct other than rejoicing; 
one must be altogether joyful. Others understand tha 
the word joyful in this context is superfluous, as the 
Torah already mentioned joy in the context of the Fes- 
tival. Therefore, the apparently superfluous word joyfu 
comes to include rejoicing on other days, and the term 
akh comes to restrict that rejoicing to the Eighth Day 
of Assembly (Meiri). 

The Vilna Gaon explains that akh excludes all obliga- 
tions of Sukkot, other than rejoicing, from applying to 
the Eighth Day of Assembly (Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes). 
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NOTES 


He should not dismantle his sukka - nx ym x 
snip: Rabbeinu Yehonatan adds an additional reason 
for this halakha: Dismantling one’s sukka before the 
end of the Festival can be misinterpreted as a display 
of contempt for the mitzva. 


He reduces the roofing of the sukka by four hand- 
breadths — nyay ma nna: The commentaries discuss 
why the Gemara requires that four handbreadths be 
removed if three are generally sufficient to render a 
sukka unfit. Rabbeinu Yehonatan explains that were 
one to leave a gap of three handbreadths, it would be 
too uncomfortable to sit in the sukka. Therefore, the 
Gemara recommends replacing the fit roofing with 
unfit roofing materials. However, a sukka is unfit only if 
there are four handbreadths of unfit materials. 

In Sefer Hashlama it is written that while three 
handbreadths are technically sufficient to render a 
sukka unfit, four are removed in order to render it more 
conspicuous. Rav Yehuda ben Rav Binyamin HaRofeh 
explains that the four handbreadths are removed from 
the wall in a small sukka since it is more accessible 
than the roofing. 


Fill...from the Siloam pool — nivwa parson: There is 
a dispute whether drawing the water ae the Siloam 
pool is merely the optimal manner of performing the 
mitzva; however, if doing so is impossible one may 
draw the water from any other source of pure water, 
even rainwater (Rambam), or whether water for the 
water libation may be drawn exclusively from a spring, 
based on the verse: “With joy you shall draw water out 
of the springs of salvation” (Isaiah 12:3; see Tosafot). 


BACKGROUND 
Jug - moniby: This image depicts the reverse side of 
a silver zuz coin from the bar Kokheva revolt. The jug 
imprinted upon itis very likely representing a jug used 
for the water libation since the branch seems to be that 


of a willow tree. 


Zuz from the bar Kokheva revolt depicting a jug for libation 


Libation basins - "p037 5p: 


Replica of silver libation basin 
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MI S H N A The mitzva of sukka is seven days. How does one 

fulfill this obligation for seven full days? When 
one finished eating on the seventh day, he should not dismantle his 
sukka" immediately, because the obligation continues until the end of 
the day. However, he takes the vessels down from the sukka into the 


house from minha time and onward in deference to the last day of the 
Festival," when he will require the vessels in the house. 


G E M A RA The Gemara asks: If one does not have vessels 
to take down from the sukka, what should he 
do? The Gemara asks: One does not have vessels? But when he uti- 
lized his sukka during the Festival, with what vessels did he eat when 
he utilized the sukka? Rather, this is the question: If he has no place 
into which he can take down his vessels and he must continue eating 
in the sukka, what is the halakha? What can he do to underscore the 
fact that he is eating there not to fulfill a mitzva, thereby violating the 
prohibition against adding to the mitzvot of the Torah, but only due to 
the lack of an alternative? Rabbi Hiyya bar Rav said: He reduces the 
roofing of the sukka by four handbreadths," thereby rendering the 
sukka unfit. And Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: He lights a lamp 
inside the sukka, which is prohibited during the festival of Sukkot. 


The Gemara notes: And they do not disagree with regard to the halakha. 
Instead, they are providing different solutions for different locations. 
This is for us, who live outside Eretz Yisrael, and this is for them, who 
live in Eretz Yisrael. Those who live in Eretz Yisrael reduce the roofing, 
since the obligation to sitin the sukka no longer applies. However, those 
who live outside of Eretz Yisrael, who are obligated to sit in the sukka 
on the eighth day with regard to which there is uncertainty that it might 
be the seventh day, must find another way to distinguish the eighth day 
from the days of the Festival of Sukkot. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well with regard to a small sukka, 
since it is prohibited to light a lamp due to the danger ofa conflagration, 
and lighting a lamp will underscore the distinction. However, with re- 
gard to a large sukka, in which there is no prohibition and therefore no 
distinction, what can be said? The Gemara answers: One underscores 
the distinction in that he brings eating vessels, e.g., pots in which food 
was cooked, into the sukka, as Rava said: Eating vessels are taken out 
ofthe sukka; drinking vessels remain in the sukka. By leaving the pots 
and pans in the sukka, he indicates that the sukka is no longer involved 
in fulfillment of the mitzva. 


With regard to the rite of water libation" per- 
MISHNA i 


formed in the Temple during the Festival, how 
was it performed? One would fill a golden jug’ with a capacity of three 
log with water from the Siloam pool.“ When those who went to bring 
the water reached the Gate of the Water, so called because the water 
for the libation was brought through this gate leading to the Temple 
courtyard, they sounded a tekia, sounded a terua, and sounded an- 
other tekia as an expression ofjoy. The priest ascended the ramp of the 
altar and turned to his left. There were two silver basins’ there into 
which he poured the water. Rabbi Yehuda said: They were limestone 
basins, but they would blacken due to the wine and therefore looked 
like silver. The two basins were perforated at the bottom 


HALAKHA 


Sukka on the last day of Sukkot - nisi bw pany Diva 12D: After 
the morning meal on the seventh day of Sukkot one may not dis- 
mantle the sukka. However, in the late afternoon one may remove 
all the vessels that were used therein, to prepare for the Eighth Day 
of Assembly. If he has nowhere to place the vessels and he wishes 
to eat in the sukka on the eighth day as well, he must remove a 
four-by-four-handbreadth section of the roofing as a conspicuous 
indicator that by sitting in the sukka his intention is not to fulfill the 
mitzva of sukka. However, no indicator is required if one wishes to 
sit in the sukka on any other day of the year. Outside of Eretz Yisrael, 
where one is required to sit in the sukka on the eighth day because 
there is uncertainty that it might be the seventh, if one wishes to 
eat in the sukka on the ninth day, he may not remove any roofing, 


since the eighth day is a Festival day. In that case, he must indicate 
that he does not intend to fulfill the mitzva in a different way, e.g., 
by bringing a lamp into a small sukka or by bringing his cooking 
utensils into a large one. This ruling is in accordance with the 
distinction in the Gemara: This is for us and this is for them (Rosh; 
Rif; and others; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 666:1). 


Water libation — 537 316%: The water libation rite is performed 
on the altar on each of the seven days of Sukkot. This is a hala- 
kha transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The water is poured each 
morning together with the wine libation, each in its own specific 
location, accompanying the daily morning offering (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 10:6). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek IV 
Daf 48 Amud b 


SMM) MAMA (INN) PPT pavin w pr 
aw FMS Naa pod OW MW 3,pT 
sinh on by py py by inna on bw 

iy) - DD by sinh ” bin ” by 


minw bp qo aya aba six ts 
any DYW PTP mast” tb IK Jen 
Dyg bp aapa vbay a by ns JEI 

apinya 


xdie awa mwyn J2 bina yya 
mt Ww man naw awa xan maw 
ana nien jo ne aye 
yo hag rq - AAM pave awh 
aa? pipe pan Dam paw! WET 

‘Mata 


YT KIY a nY nbn Pa x7 Gapi 
PAPA "iwwi inlA) anaxy” KIP 


maw IM ww maw IN Pa a mT 
XIN ane) we i ah wax mny 
AVE nna ew" D037, KIDY 
KIDY NIN speed ana ay ay. 
sox DAT Nee ANY” sonst pn 
wr ppaw sow tn -annw) pew md 
TON NST) TVI 2 INST NPN 
hn Paw xv an pew nmw mb 

"NewS Ora DAY" NST NI JA 


rat pew saws KIA KITI a> Tox 
JO Kobb onb bom pM TI 
> way “pews DN ONANwY DNT 
KIUT ANDIS- "Hew ans as 
KI MITT Ow - jve? INDI 

tn yon, eta > pwn 


with two thin perforated nose-like protrusions. One of the basins, 
used for the wine libation, had a perforation that was broad, and 
one, used for the water libation, had a perforation that was thin, 
so that the flow of both the water and the wine, which do not have 
the same viscosity, would conclude simultaneously.’ The basin 
to the west of the altar was for water, and the basin to the east of 
the altar was for wine. However, if one poured the contents of 
the basin of water into the basin of wine," or the contents of the 
basin of wine into the basin of water, he fulfilled his obligation, 
as failure to pour the libation from the prescribed location does 
not disqualify the libation after the fact. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: The basin for the water libation was not that 
large; rather, one would pour the water with a vessel that had a 
capacity of one log on all eight days of the Festival and not only 
seven. And the appointee says to the one pouring the water into 
the silver basin: Raise your hand," so that his actions would be 
visible, as one time a Sadducee priest intentionally poured the 
water on his feet, as the Sadducees did not accept the oral tradi- 
tion requiring water libation, and in their rage all the people 
pelted him with their etrogim. 


Rabbi Yehuda continues: As its performance during the week, 
so is its performance on Shabbat," except that on Shabbat one 
would not draw water. Instead, on Shabbat eve, one would filla 
golden barrel that was not consecrated for exclusive use in the 
Temple from the Siloam pool, and he would place it in the Tem- 
ple chamber and draw water from there on Shabbat. If the water 
in the barrel spilled, or if it was exposed overnight, leading to 
concern that a snake may have deposited poison in the water, one 
would fill the jug with water from the basin in the Temple court- 
yard, as exposed wine or water is unfit for the altar. Just as it is 
prohibited for people to drink them due to the potential danger, 
so too, they may not be poured on the altar. 


With regard to the customs accompanyin: 
GEMARA,. idi 


the drawing of the water, the Gemara 
asks: From where are these matters derived?" Rav Eina said that 
it is as the verse states: “With joy [sason ] you shall draw water 
out of the springs of salvation” (Isaiah 12:3), indicating that the 
water was to be drawn from the spring and the rite performed in 
extreme joy. 


Apropos this verse, the Gemara relates: There were these two 
heretics, one named Sason and one named Simha. Sason said 
to Simha: I am superior to you, as it is written: “They shall 
obtain joy [sason] and happiness [simha], and sorrow and sigh- 
ing shall flee” (Isaiah 35:10). The verse mentions joy first. Simha 
said to Sason, On the contrary, I am superior to you, as it is 
written: “There was happiness [simha] and joy [sason] for the 
Jews” (Esther 8:17). Sason said to Simha: One day they will 
dismiss you and render you a messenger [parvanka],' as it is 
written: “For you shall go out with happiness [simha]” (Isaiah 
55:12). Simha said to Sason: One day they will dismiss you and 
draw water with you, as it is written: “With joy [sason] you shall 
draw water.’" 


The Gemara relates a similar incident: A certain heretic named 

Sason said to Rabbi Abbahu: You are all destined to draw water 

for me in the World-to-Come, as it is written: “With sason you 

shall draw water.’ Rabbi Abbahu said to him: If it had been writ- 
ten: For sason, it would have been as you say; now that it is 

written: With sason, it means that the skin of that man, you, will 

be rendered a wineskin, and we will draw water with it. 


NOTES 


The procedure of the water libation — JD) 11D 
ova: The water libation ritual was not performed 
in one continuous process, as the mishna seems to 
indicate. Rather, it took place in stages over a longer 
period of time. As it does in similar descriptions of 
other matters, the mishna cites all the procedures 
together (Arukh LaNer). 


If one poured the contents of the basin of water 
into the basin of wine — } by sind on bw yy: 
From the Rambam (Hilkhot Temidin 10:6) itis clear that 
if one mixed the two by pouring the water into the 
wine or vice versa, and then poured them together 
on the altar, he fulfilled the obligation. 


From where are these matters derived — 37 x22 
soy: Apparently, the Gemara is asking this question 
with regard to several issues: Drawing water from 
he spring, sounding the shofar, and rejoicing, as the 
verse cited applies to all those matters (Ritva). In the 
Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that the water was 
drawn with much fanfare to publicly rebuff the posi- 
ion of the Sadducees, who did not acknowledge 
he validity of this practice. In fact, according to the 
Rid, based on the Jerusalem Talmud, the only reason 
hat the water was drawn from the Siloam pool and 
not taken from the Temple basin was in the interest 
of publicity. 


The dispute between the heretics - 099777 pin: 
It is not clear why these exchanges are cited here 
and what they mean. Some suggest that after citing 
the verse from Isaiah, these exchanges are cited to 
mock the heretics. The early heretics would interpret 
verses, especially those adjacent to the depiction 
of the Messiah in Isaiah, as referring to themselves 
or their leaders. These exchanges demonstrate how 
ridiculous these interpretations were, and how each 
interprets the texts in his own honor to indicate that 
he is mentioned in the visions of the prophets. The 
false prophets would employ similar tactics, adduc- 
ing allusions from the Torah. These exchanges expose 
the meagerness of their claims. The same can be seen 
from the reply of Rabbi Abbahu, who was renowned 
for his anti-heretic polemics, to those who utilized 
their own exegetical methods (see Maharsha and 
others). 


HALAKHA 
Raise your hand - Jp 7247: The appointees would 
say to the one pouring: Raise your hand, because 
once a Sadducee priest intentionally poured the 
water on his feet, the people pelted him with their 
etrogim (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 10:8). 


The water libation on Shabbat - nawa oan po»): 
The ritual of the water libation was performed on 
Shabbat as it was conducted during the week, except 
that when the libation was performed on Shabbat, 
they filled a golden barrel that was not one of the 
consecrated Temple vessels and placed it in a cham- 
ber on Friday. On the next day, Shabbat, they filled a 
pitcher with that water and poured it on the altar. If 
the water in the barrel spilled or was exposed, they 
would fill the pitcher with water from the Temple ba- 
sin and pour it (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin 
UMusafin 10:9). 


LANGUAGE 


Messenger [parvanka] — p35: From the Middle 
Iranian parwanak, meaning guide or messenger. 
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HALAKHA 
Ascending and circling the altar - napaa napm why: 
All those who climb the altar ascend on the right side, 
circle the altar, and descend on the left, with three 
exceptions. Those three rituals are the wine libation, 
he water libation, and the bird sacrificed as a burnt- 
offering. For those three elements of the Temple ser- 
vice, performed at the southwest corner of the altar, 
e priest climbs the ramp to the ledge of the altar and 
mmediately turns left to the southwest corner, per- 
orms the service, and descends the way he ascended. 
The reason he does not circle the altar with these three 
items before their service is due to the concern les 
he wine or water become tainted, or lest the bird suf- 
ocate from the smoke of the fire as he circles the altar 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot7:11). 


NOTES 


Perforated at the bottom with two thin perforated 
nose-like protrusions — pavin aw m33 Dap: Due 
o several considerations, the basins, whether made 
of silver or limestone, were apparently permanently 
fixed to the altar (see Ritva and Meiri). With regard to 
he nose-like protrusions, Rashi explains that there 
were small tubes protruding from the outer surface of 
he basins, like nostrils (see Josafot). Ritva explains that 
hese nose-like protrusions were situated beneath the 
bowls and aligned with the altar’s drainpipes. A small, 
ube-like protrusion jutted out from the bowl and led 
directly into the drainpipe to ensure that not even one 
drop of the libation would spill. 


BACKGROUND 


Poured on his feet — von van by JW: This incident is 
cited in several places in ‘the Talmud and is described 
at length in the works of Josephus. The individual who 
poured the water on his feet is identified as Alexander 
Yannai, the Hasmonean king, who, due to his Sadducee 
eanings, rejected the tradition of the water libation. 
Therefore, instead of pouring the water on the altar, 
he poured it on his feet. This elicited outrage among 
he people, who reacted by pelting him with their 
etrogim. He, in turn, summoned his gentile guard, who 
proceeded to kill many of those present in the Temple. 
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§ The mishna continues: The priest ascended the ramp of the altar 
and turned to his left. The Sages taught: All who ascend the altar 
ascend and turn via the right, and circle the altar," and descend via 
the left. This is the case except for one ascending to perform one of 
these three tasks, as the ones who perform these tasks ascend via 
the left, and then turn on their heel and return in the direction that 
they came. And these tasks are: The water libation, and the wine 
libation, and the bird sacrificed as a burnt- offering when there were 
too many priests engaged in the sacrifice of these burnt-offerings in 
the preferred location east of the altar. When that was the case, ad- 
ditional priests engaged in sacrificing the same offering would pinch 
the neck of the bird west of the altar. 


The mishna continues: Rabbi Yehuda said that they were limestone, 
not silver, basins, but they would blacken due to the wine. The 
Gemara asks: Granted, the basin for wine blackened due to the 
wine; however, why did the basin for water blacken? The Gemara 
answers: Since the Master said in the mishna: However, if one inad- 
vertently poured the contents of the basin of water into the basin of 
wine or the contents of the basin of wine into the basin of water, he 
fulfilled his obligation. Then even the basin for water would come 
to blacken over the course of time as well. 


§ The mishna continues: And the two basins were perforated at the 
bottom with two thin, perforated, nose-like protrusions," one broad 
and one thin. The Gemara asks: Let us say that the mishna is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and not with that of the 
Rabbis, as we learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: One 
would pour the water with a vessel that had a capacity of one log on 
all eight days of the Festival, unlike the wine libation, for which a 
three-log basin was used. According to his opinion, there is a differ- 
ence between the capacity of the wine vessel and that of the water 
vessel; therefore, it is clear why the opening in the wine vessel was 
broader. As, if the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of the 
Rabbis, they are the same as the capacity of the water basin, three 
log. Why, then, were there different sized openings? 


The Gemara answers: Even if you say that the mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, the reason for the different-sized 
openings is that wine is thick and water is thin, and therefore wine 
flows more slowly than water. In order to ensure that the emptying 
of both basins would conclude simultaneously, the wine basin 
required a wider opening. 


So too, it is reasonable to establish that the mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, as, if it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, unlike the description of the two openings 
in the mishna as broad and thin, elsewhere he is of the opinion that 
the openings as wide and narrow, as it was taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Yehuda says: There were two small pipes there, one for 
water and one for wine. The mouth of the pipe for wine was wide 
and the mouth of the pipe for water was narrow, so that the empty- 
ing of both basins would conclude simultaneously. The disparity 
between wide and narrow is greater than the disparity between broad 
and thin, thereby facilitating the simultaneous emptying of the three- 
log and one-log basins according to Rabbi Yehuda. The Gemara con- 
cludes: Indeed, learn from it that the mishna is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. 


§ The mishna continues: The basin to the west of the altar was for 
water, and the basin to the east of the altar was for wine, and they 
would tell the one pouring the water to raise his hand. The Sages 
taught: There was an incident involving one Sadducee priest who 
poured the water on his feet,” and in anger all the people pelted him 
with their etrogim. And that day, the horn of the altar was damaged 
as a result of the pelting and the ensuing chaos. They brought a fist- 
ful of salt and sealed the damaged section, not because it rendered 
the altar fit for the Temple service, but in deference to the altar, so 
that the altar would not be seen in its damaged state. 
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As any altar that lacks" a ramp, or a horn, or a base, or the shape 

of a square, either because it was not erected as a square or due 
to damage, is disqualified for use in the Temple service. Rabbi 
Yosei bar Yehuda says: Even the surrounding ledge must be 
complete, and if it is lacking it disqualifies the altar." 


Q Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The drain- 
pipes [shittin]" built into the altar and extending beneath it were 
created from the six days of Creation," as it is stated: “The hid- 
den of your thighs are like the links of a chain, the handiwork 
of a skilled workman” (Song of Songs 7:2)." The Gemara inter- 
prets the verse homiletically: “The hidden of your thighs”; these 
are the drainpipes that are concealed within the altar; “are like 
the links of a chain [hala’im]”; they are hollow [meholalin] and 
descend to the depths; “the handiwork of a skilled workman’; 
this is the handiwork of the Holy One, Blessed be He. 
Ona similar note, it was taught in the school of Rabbi Yishmael 
that it is written: “In the beginning [bereshit]” (Genesis 1:1); do 
not read it as: Bereshit, but rather as: Bara shit," meaning that 
God created the pipeline descending from the altar. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei says: These drainpipes 
are hollow and descend to the depths, as it is stated: “Let me 
sing of my well beloved, a song of my beloved touching his 
vineyard. My well beloved had a vineyard in a very fruitful hill, 
and he dug it, and cleared it of stones, and planted it with the 
choicest vine, and built a tower in the midst of it, and also 
hewed out a vat therein” (Isaiah 5:1-2). Rabbi Yosei interprets 
these verses homiletically as referring to the Temple. “He planted 
it with the choicest vine”; this is referring to the Temple; “he 
built a tower therein”; this is referring to the altar; “and hewed 
out a vat therein’; this is referring to the drainpipes. As the 
owner of the vineyard is a parable for God, this indicates that the 
drainpipes are a natural part of Creation. 


It was taught in a baraita that Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok said: 
There was a small gap" between the ramp and the altar west of 
the ramp, and once in seventy years young priests would de- 
scend there" and gather from there the congealed wine left over 
from the libations that set over time, which resembled round 
cakes of dried and pressed figs. They would then come and burn 
it in sanctity in the Temple courtyard, as it is stated: “In sanc- 
tity shall you pour a libation of strong drink unto the Lord” 
(Numbers 28:7); 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 
Essential features of the altar - nama waay: The four 


horns of the altar, the ramp, its base, and its square shape 
are essential features of the altar. The absence of any of 
them invalidates the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 


Beit HaBehira 2:17). 


Drainpipes — pw: There were two small narrow openings 
in the southwest corner of the altar. These were the drain- 
pipes through which the blood and other liquids would 
drain. The blood descended until it reached a water canal 
that flowed into the Kidron Valley (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:11). 


Small gap - pbs: Adjacent to the southwest corner of 
the altar, there was a space of one square cubit covered 
by a marble tablet with a ring affixed to it. Every so often, 
young priests would descend through that space to gain 
access to the drainpipes and clean them (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Beit HaBehira 2:12). 


As any altar that lacks, etc. -= ^3) pyw mata baw: These ele- 
ments are essential both in building a new altar as well as in 
maintaining an existing altar. Even if one were to build an altar 
that deviates from the specifications of the altar in the Second 
Temple, it would still be fit for use if these elements are present. 
Similarly, if an existing altar is damaged and one of these ele- 
ments is lacking, the altar is unfit for use. 


Were created from the six days of Creation - 2 nwwn 
3X74) MWK 7A: The early and later authorities discuss the diffi- 
culty with Rabbi Yohanan’s statement, as here he maintains that 
the drainpipes were created by God, while further on (daf 53a) 
he mentions that they were excavated by King David. Several 
solutions were suggested, including the possibility that these 
were conflicting traditions, or that the drainpipes were clogged 


and then unclogged. The Maharsha explains simply that the 
drainpipes created by God are those in the earth beneath the 
altar, which descend to the depths, while the drainpipes exca- 
vated by David are those built into the base of the altar. 


The handiwork of a skilled workman - pay p My: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud the following is cited: Lest one say that these 
drainpipes were not beautiful, as not all creations of God are 
beautiful, the verse states:The handiwork of a skilled workman,” 
to indicate that they were crafted by God and were even more 
beautiful than the work of a skilled workman. 


Bereshit. ..bara shit — nro x13...wreJa: This homiletic inter- 
pretation is related to another that teaches that the altar was 
built upon the Foundation Rock [Even Shetiyya], upon which 


the world was founded. Therefore, the drainpipes [shittin] are 
the foundation of the world. 


He built a tower therein - isina ban 12: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud, the tower is interpreted as referring to the Sanctuary, 
which was one hundred cubits high, like a tower. 


Descend to the drainpipes - paws wT: A tradition is cited 
in responsa literature of the geonim that the drainpipes were a 
pit one cubit wide and six hundred cubits deep. The Meiri ex- 
plains that according to that tradition, the priests clearly could 
not descend to the bottom to clean the drainpipes. Rather, it 
means that they descended as far as they could and cleaned 
there, or they used special equipment to reach beyond the 
point where they could descend no further. 
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HALAKHA 


Misuse of libations - 03933 myyn: The prohibition against 


misuse of consecra 


ed property applies to wine libations from 


the moment the wine is consecrated. However, once the wine 


is poured on the al 
tion no longer app 


ar and enters the drainpipes, the prohibi- 
ies. With regard to the water libation on 


Sukkot, as long as the water is in the golden barrel, one may 


not derive persona 


benefit from it ab initio. However, if one 


did so, he did not violate the prohibition against misuse of 
consecrated property. Once the water is placed into the jug 


with which it is ta 


en to the altar, the prohibition applies 


(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Meila 2:9). 
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just as its pouring is in sanctity, so too must its burning be in 

sanctity. From where may it be inferred that this is referring to 

burning? Ravina said: It is derived by means of a verbal anal- 
ogy between the term sanctity written with regard to libations 

and sanctity written with regard to leftover offerings. It is writ- 
ten here, with regard to libations: “In sanctity shall you pour 

a libation” (Numbers 28:7), and it is written there, with regard 

to leftover offerings: “You shall burn the leftovers in fire; they 

are not to be eaten, for they are sanctity” (Exodus 29:34). 
Through the verbal analogy it is derived that leftover libations 

must also be burned. 


The Gemara notes: In accordance with whose opinion is that 
which is taught in this mishna? With regard to libations, ini- 
tially, prior to being poured, one can misuse consecrated prop- 
erty with them, as is the case with all consecrated items. How- 
ever, once they descended to the drainpipes, one does not 
violate the prohibition against misuse of consecrated property 
with them, because the mitzva was already fulfilled. Let us say 
that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar bar Tzadok, who holds that the libations did not descend 
to the depths but would collect between the ramp and the altar 
and would be collected once every seventy years. As, if it were 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, how could the 
libations be misused? Didn’t they already descend to the 
depths through the drainpipes? 


The Gemara rejects this: Even if you say that the mishna is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, it could be referring 
to a case where some of the wine landed outside the drainpipes 
and was collected in the space between the ramp and the altar. 


And some say a different version of this exchange. Let us say 
that the mishna is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis 
and not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar bar 
Tzadok. As, ifit were in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar, then the wine that collected between the ramp and 
the altar remains in its sanctity, as it must be burned, and 
the prohibition against misuse would still apply. The Gemara 
rejects this: Even if you say that the mishna is in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, there is no item whose 
mitzva has been performed with which one can violate the 
prohibition against misuse of consecrated property." Reish 
Lakish said: When they pour wine onto the altar, they plug 
the top of the drainpipes so that the wine does not descend to 
the depths, in order to fulfill that which is stated: “In sanctity 
shall you pour a libation of strong drink [shekhar] unto the 
Lord” (Numbers 28:7). 


The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that this is 
referring to plugging the drainpipes? Rav Pappa said: Shekhar 
is an expression of drinking, of satiation, of intoxication. In 
order to underscore all three aspects of the libations, the space 
between the altar and the ramp would fill with wine. Rav Pappa 
said: Conclude from this that when a person is satiated from 
drinking wine, it is from his throat being filled with wine that 
he is satiated. Unlike food, wine does not satiate a person when 
it fills his stomach. Rava said: Therefore, let a young Torah 
scholar, who does not have much wine, swallow his wine in 
large swigs, filling his throat each time, as he will thereby maxi- 
mize his enjoyment. And Rava himself, when drinking a cup of 
blessing, would swallow large swigs so as to drink the wine 
accompanying the mitzva in an optimal manner. 
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§ Apropos the homiletic interpretations of the verses from Song of 
Songs with regard to the drainpipes, the Gemara cites additional 
interpretations. Rava taught: What is the meaning of that which is 
written: “How beautiful are your steps in sandals, O prince’s 
daughter” (Song of Songs 7:2)? How beautiful are the feet of the 
Jewish people at the time when they ascend to Jerusalem for the 
Festival. “O prince’s daughter”; this is referring to the daughter 
of Abraham our Patriarch, who was called prince, as it is stated: 
“The princes of the peoples are gathered, the people of the God of 
Abraham” (Psalms 47:10). The verse calls the Jewish people the 
people of the God of Abraham and not the God of Isaac and Jacob. 
Why are the Jewish people associated specifically with Abraham? 
Rather than referring to the three Patriarchs, the verse is referring to 
the God of Abraham, who was first of the converts, and therefore 
itis reasonable for the princes of other nations to gather around him. 


In the school of Rav Anan it was taught: What is the meaning of 
that which is written: “The hidden of your thighs” (Song of Songs 
7:2)? Why are matters of Torah likened to a thigh? It is to tell you 
that just as the thigh is always concealed, covered by clothes, so too, 
matters of Torah are optimal when recited in private" and not in 
public. 


And this is what Rabbi Elazar said: What is the meaning of that 
which is written: “It has been told you, O man, what is good, and 
what the Lord does require of you; only to do justly, and to love 
mercy, and to walk humbly with your God” (Micah 6:8)? “To do 
justly”; this is justice. “To love mercy”; this is acts of kindness. 
“To walk humbly with your God”; this is referring to taking the 
indigent dead out for burial and accompanying a poor bride to her 
wedding canopy," both of which must be performed without 
fanfare." The Gemara summarizes: And are these matters not in- 
ferred a fortiori? If, with regard to matters that tend to be con- 
ducted in public, as the multitudes participate in funerals and wed- 
dings, the Torah says: Walk humbly, then in matters that tend to 
be conducted in private, e.g., giving charity and studying Torah, all 
the more so should they be conducted privately. 


§ Rabbi Elazar said: One who performs acts of charity is greater 
than one who sacrifices all types of offerings, as it is stated: “To 
perform charity and justice is more acceptable to the Lord than 
an offering” (Proverbs 21:3), including all types of offerings. And 
Rabbi Elazar said: Acts ofkindness, assisting someone in need, are 
greater than charity, as it is stated: “Sow to yourselves according 
to charity, and reap according to kindness” (Hosea 10:12). This 
means: If a person sows, it is uncertain whether he will eat or 
whether he will not eat, since much can go wrong before the seed 
becomes food. However, ifa person reaps, he certainly eats." In this 
verse, charity is likened to sowing, while acts of kindness are likened 
to reaping. 


NOTES 


O prince's daughter - 2) na: The Festival pilgrims are associated 


lic forum. However, there are matters that are fulfilled covertly and 


with Abraham because he was the one who left his country and 
his birthplace to immigrate to Eretz Yisrael. Similarly, those who 
come to Jerusalem for the Festival leave their homes to make the 
pilgrimage to the House of God (/yyei HaYam). 


Taking the dead out and accompanying a bride to her wedding 
canopy - Agind Abs noan na Mxyin: The Meiri explains that 
although a funeral, a eulogy, and a wedding are typically public 
gatherings, limits should be placed on the assembly even in those 
cases (see Rashi). 


Modesty and publicity - 210591 My»¥: Several statements here, 


including those of Rav Anan with regard to Torah and those with re- 


gard to organizing a wedding for a bride, refer to matters that have 
two aspects, a public aspect and a private aspect. On one hand, the 


Torah was given very publicly, and Torah is typically taught in a pub- 


out of the public eye. The same applies to the performance of many 
mitzvot. Although only some are mentioned here, they indicate 
that for all mitzvot, one must carefully weigh and consider which 
aspects should be performed publicly, in order to serve as a role 
model, and which should be performed in private (Arukh LaNer). 


If a person reaps he certainly eats — boi MT) LIP OTN: Occa- 
sionally, one inadvertently gives charity to someone who does not 
need it. In that case he did not fulfill that mitzva. However, since an 
act of kindness can be performed even for a wealthy person, one 
certainly fulfills a mitzva by doing so (Ilyyun Yaakov). In addition, 
with regard to charity, sometimes the money does not reach the 
poor person, or it does not help him, e.g., he may lose the money, 
but in the case of acts of kindness, which one receives immediately, 
the one who performed the act of kindness certainly fulfills a 
mitzva (Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


HALAKHA 
Matters of Torah in private - Inba min 147: Anyone 
who exerts himself in his Torah study in private grows 
wise, as it is written: “With the modest is wisdom” 
(Proverbs 11:2; see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 246:22). 
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And Rabbi Elazar said: The reward for charity is paid from 
Heaven only in accordance with the kindness and generosity 
included therein" and in accordance with the effort and the 
consideration that went into the giving. It is not merely in ac- 
cordance with the sum of money, as it is stated: “Sow to your- 
selves according to charity, and reap according to kindness.” 


The Sages taught that acts of kindness are superior to charity 
in three respects: Charity can be performed only with one’s 
money, while acts of kindness can be performed both with his 
person and with his money. Charity is given to the poor, while 
acts of kindness are performed both for the poor and for the 
rich. Charity is given to the living, while acts of kindness are 
performed both for the living and for the dead. 


And Rabbi Elazar said: Anyone who performs charity and 
justice is considered as though he filled the whole world in its 
entirety with kindness, as it is stated: “He loves charity and 
justice; the earth is full of the kindness of the Lord” (Psalms 
33:5). Lest you say that anyone who comes to leap" and per- 
form an act of kindness may simply leap and do so without 
scrutiny, the verse states: “How precious is your kindness, O 
God” (Psalms 36:8). It is a precious and rare occurrence to 
perform an act of kindness properly. One might have thought 
that even a God-fearing individual does not always encounter 
the opportunity to perform acts of kindness. Therefore, the 
verse states: “But the kindness of the Lord is from everlasting 
to everlasting upon them that fear Him” (Psalms 103:17). 


Rabbi Hama bar Pappa said: With regard to any person who 

has grace about him, it is certain that he is God-fearing, as it 
is stated: “But the kindness of the Lord is from everlasting to 

everlasting upon them that fear Him.” When one sees that a 

certain individual is endowed with grace and kindness, one can 

be certain that he is a God-fearing person. And Rabbi Elazar 
said: What is the meaning of that which is written: “She opens 

her mouth with wisdom, and a Torah of kindness is on her 
tongue” (Proverbs 31:26)? The Gemara asks: Is there, then, a 

Torah of kindness and a Torah that is not of kindness? Rath- 
er, it is Torah studied for its own sake that is a Torah of kind- 
ness, as one studies it wholeheartedly; and it is Torah studied 

not for its own sake but for some ulterior motive that is a Torah 

that is not of kindness. Some say that it is Torah studied in 

order to teach it to others that is a Torah of kindness; it is 

Torah studied with the intent of not teaching it to others that 

is a Torah that is not of kindness. 


§ The mishna continues: As its performance during the week, 
so is its performance on Shabbat, except that on Shabbat one 
would not draw water. Instead, on Shabbat eve, one would fill a 
golden barrel that was not consecrated and would place it in the 
Temple chamber, and water would be drawn from there on 
Shabbat. The Gemara asks: And why should one do so? Let him 
bring the water in a consecrated barrel. Ze’iri said: The tanna 
in the mishna holds that there is no requisite measure for the 
water to be poured for libation, and therefore more than three 
log could be consecrated; and that Temple vessels consecrate 
their content if it is fit to be consecrated, even without intent 
to consecrate it. 


NOTES 


In accordance with the kindness therein - "aw ton 29: Some 
explain this with regard to the mitzva itself: “Occasionally the 
needs of one poor person are urgent, e.g., a hungry person 
who needs his very next meal. Kindness demands taking the 
circumstances into consideration and giving to one whose need 
is greater (Kol Ya‘akov). 


Anyone who comes to leap — visp> xan bs: Some explain 
that the Gemara is alluding to different levels of people. For 


certain people, it is inappropriate for them to perform acts 
of kindness beyond the letter of the law. One must first fulfill 
his basic obligations in this area and then proceed from there. 
Furthermore, not everyone is capable of attaining the lofty 
attribute of piety; therefore, engaging in acts that are not in 
keeping with one's level is not necessarily appropriate. However, 
it is permitted for a truly God-fearing individual to perform acts 
kindness immediately, as for him it is not considered a leap 
all (Maharsha; Kol Ya'akov). 
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And ifhe brings the water in a consecrated barrel, the water will 

become disqualified for use in the libation by remaining over- 
night, just as all consecrated items, e.g., offerings, are rendered 

unfit after remaining overnight. Hizkiya said: Temple vessels 

consecrate" only with specific intent. Therefore, in theory, one 

could bring water to the Temple in a consecrated vessel, pro- 
vided he has no intent to consecrate it. And the reason one may 
not do so is due to a rabbinic decree lest people say, upon seeing 
the water poured in the morning, that the water was intention- 
ally consecrated. In that case, they might draw the mistaken 

conclusion that remaining overnight does not disqualify liquids 

for use in libations. 


Rabbi Yannai said that Rabbi Zeira said: Even if you say that 
there is a requisite measure for the water to be poured for liba- 
tion and no more than three log can be consecrated, and that 
Temple vessels consecrate only with intent, here there is a 
rabbinic decree lest they say" the barrel was filled with water for 
sanctifying the hands and the feet of the priest, for which there 
is no measure. Then, when they see the water poured in the 
morning, they will draw the mistaken conclusion that remaining 
overnight does not disqualify liquids for use in libations. 


§ The mishna continues: If the water in the barrel spilled or was 

exposed overnight, the water is disqualified. The Gemara asks: 

Why is the water disqualified? Let him pass it through a strain- 
er, eliminating the poison. Let us say that the mishna is not in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, as it was 

taught in a baraita: A vessel covered with a strainer is subject 

to the halakha of exposure" if the vessel is left unsupervised. 
Rabbi Nehemya said: When is this so? It is when the lower 
vessel, in which the liquid collects after passing through the 

strainer, is exposed. However, if the lower vessel is covered, 
even if the upper vessel is exposed, it is not subject to the hala- 
kha of exposure, because the poison ofa snake’ is like a sponge 

in that it floats and stays in place. 


The Gemara answers: Even if you say it is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Nehemya, say that Rabbi Nehemya said his 
opinion permitting strained water for a common person. How- 
ever, did he actually say that strained water is permitted even to 
be sacrificed to God?" Even if it is possible to render this water 
potable, it is certainly not of the select quality that would render 
it eligible for use in the Temple service." Isn’t Rabbi Nehemya 
of the opinion that it is inappropriate to sacrifice on the altar any 
item that one would not give to someone of prominent stature? 
As it is stated: “And when you offer the blind for sacrifice, it is no 
evil; and when you offer the lame and sick, it is no evil. Present 
it now unto your governor; will he be pleased with you or will 
he accept your person, says the Lord of hosts” (Malachi 1:8). 


HALAKHA 
Consecration in Temple vessels — nw oa warp: Temple 
vessels consecrate items placed in them only if one places the 
item in the vessel with the intent to consecrate it (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Pesulei HaMukdashin 3:20). 


A vessel covered with a strainer is subject to the halakha 
of exposure — nba owna ja w? naan: It is prohibited to drink 
from a barrel that was left exposed, even if the water was 
subsequently strained, due to potential danger. Today, be- 
cause snakes are not commonly found in residential areas, 
this halakha is not observed (Rambam Sefer Nezikin, Hilkhot 
Rotze‘ah UShmirat Nefesh 11:14). 


Libation of wine that was exposed — mamy 12 Ja: Wine 
that was exposed is disqualified for use upon the altar. Since 
it is unfit for consumption, it is contemptuous to pour it as 
a libation in Temple service (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Issurei Mizbe‘ah 6:10). 


NOTES 

A decree lest they say — 13%? Kaw mpa: Rabbi Yohanan 
is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud as saying that the primary 
reason for the decree is due to the appearance of transgres- 
sion; however, his opinion is not explained further. It is pos- 
sible to say that he holds in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yannai, or that of Hizkiya, or both together. However, 
fundamentally, there is no prohibition here. The prohibition 
is by decree due to the appearance of prohibition. 


For a common person and to be sacrificed to God — vii 
niay: In the Jerusalem Talmud proof is cited from another 
source that whatever is prohibited for a Jew is prohibited to 
be brought on the altar. Since it is prohibited to drink exposed 
wine and water, it is also prohibited to sacrifice them on the 
altar. Apparently, the Babylonian Talmud did not cite this ex- 
planation because exposed liquids are prohibited only due to 
the danger involved, and that danger is irrelevant with regard 
to the altar (see Tiferet Yisrael and Emek Sukkot). Another proof 
cited in the Jerusalem Talmud is from the juxtaposition in the 
verse written with regard to wine: “Which cheers God and 
men” (Judges 9:13). One may not sacrifice to God that which 
is unfit for human consumption. 


BACKGROUND 

The poison of a snake — wn DIK: The density of snake poi- 
son is slightly greater than that of water and slightly less 
than that of wine. Therefore, it floats in wine and can be 
strained, while in water it sinks and may even dissolve. Snake 
venom can be secreted even if the snake does not bite into 
an object, which is why the Gemara mentions venom mixed 
into other liquids. Some snakes can even spit their venom 
from a distance. 


Rattlesnake with dripping venom 


3911p: PEREK IV:50A 241 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This chapter included an analysis of the mitzvot of the festival of Sukkot practiced in 
the Temple, as well as a discussion of what can be learned from those mitzvot with 
regard to the mitzvot of the Festival practiced everywhere else. 


One fundamental problem was related to the fulfillment of these mitzvot on Shabbat, 
as, above and beyond the Torah prohibitions, the Sages issued decrees prohibiting 
several activities on Shabbat. Although most of those decrees were not in effect in the 
Temple, some were. With regard to the mitzva of the four species, although the mitzva 
in the Temple was to take the species all seven days, the Sages instituted that even 
in the Temple, only on the first day does fulfillment of the mitzva override Shabbat, 
and outside the Temple, it does not override Shabbat at all. Likewise, the Sages 
determined that the mitzva of the willow branch in the Temple overrides Shabbat 
only on the seventh day of the Festival. In addition, drawing water for the water liba- 
tion does not override Shabbat. However, a device was fashioned that enabled the 
water libation to be poured even on Shabbat. 


Two significant mitzvot were performed in the Temple during the festival of Sukkot, 
the mitzva of the water libation and the mitzva to encircle the altar with willow 
branches. Neither is written in the Torah; they are traditions transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai. The mitzva of the water libation was detailed extensively in this chapter: 
How they drew water from the Siloam pool and how they took it up to be poured 
on the altar in a procession accompanied by trumpet blasts. In addition, the mitzva 
of the willow branch in the Temple was detailed extensively, both the surrounding 
of the altar with upright willow branches and the circling of the altar with willow 
branches in hand, as were the accompanying pronouncements. 


Another problem addressed in this chapter relates to the Eighth Day of Assembly, 
which follows the seven days of Sukkot. On the one hand, it is characterized as a 
pilgrim Festival in and of itself, independent of Sukkot. However, due to its proximity 
to the festival of Sukkot, several problems arise, e.g., how does one make the transition 
from one Festival to another without undermining the sanctity and distinctiveness 
of each? This is even more problematic in the Diaspora, where there is uncertainty 
whether the Eighth Day of Assembly is actually the seventh day of Sukkot. Funda- 
mentally, the Eighth Day of Assembly is a Festival in and of itself in every respect, and 
one recites the blessing of time at the outset of the Festival. However, with regard 
to residing in the sukka, there are numerous opinions. Even today, there is no firm 
ruling governing this practice and the custom varies in different areas in the Diaspora. 
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You shall prepare for you the festival of Sukkot for seven days, as 
you gather from your threshing floor and from your winepress. 
And you shall rejoice in your Festival, you, and your son, and your 
daughter, and your manservant, and your maidservant, and the 
Levite, and the stranger, and the fatherless, and the widow that 
are within your gates. Seven days shall you keep a feast unto 
the Lord your God in the place which the Lord shall choose; 
because the Lord your God shall bless you in all your increase, 
and in all the work of your hands, and you shall be altogether 
joyful. Three times in a year shall all your males appear before 
the Lord your God in the place which He shall choose; on the 
festival of Passover, and on Shavuot, and on Sukkot; and they 
shall not appear before the Lord empty. 


Deuteronomy 16:13-16) 
y 


And on the fifteenth day of the seventh month you shall have a 
holy convocation: you shall do no manner of servile work, and 
you shall keep a Festival unto the Lord seven days; and you shall 
present a burnt-offering, an offering made by fire, of a sweet savor 
unto the Lord: thirteen young bulls, two rams, fourteen he-lambs 
of the first year; they shall be without blemish; and their meal- 
offering, fine flour mingled with oil, three tenth parts for every 
bull of the thirteen bulls, two tenth parts for each ram of the two 
rams, and a several tenth part for every lamb of the fourteen 
lambs; and one tenth part for every lamb of the fourteen lambs; 
and one he-goat for a sin-offering beside the daily burnt-offering, 
the meal-offering thereof, and the drink-offering thereof. And on 
the second day you shall present twelve young bulls, two rams, 
fourteen he-lambs of the first year without blemish. 


(Numbers 29:12-17) 


There are two elements that characterize the sacred Temple service on the festival of 
Sukkot: Rejoicing and offerings. Those two elements are not unique to this Festival; 
however, quantitatively and in terms of emphasis, this Festival is indeed unique with 
regard to those two elements relative to the other Festivals. 


One mitzva that is especially conspicuous during the festival of Sukkot is the mitzva 
of rejoicing. Although there is a mitzva to rejoice on all the Festivals, on the festival 
of Sukkot the mitzva of extreme rejoicing takes center stage. To enhance this mitzva, 
different innovations and services beyond the standard practice in the Temple were 
introduced: Musical instruments were played more than on other days, additional 
lights were added, and in general, ordinances were instituted and other measures 
were taken to facilitate great rejoicing and at the same time to ensure that it did not 
become excessive. 


Another mitzva unique to the festival of Sukkot is the myriad additional offerings. 
Although there is an additional offering sacrificed on every Festival beyond the daily 
offerings, the sheer number of additional offerings sacrificed on Sukkot render it 
unique. The added offerings and the manner in which they were sacrificed, as well 
as the division of labor between the various priestly watches, are subject to analysis 
and elucidation. 


These two matters will be analyzed and described in great detail in this chapter. 
Related questions will also be addressed, e.g., what is the procedure when Shabbat 
coincides with the festival of Sukkot? In addition, more general questions will be 
raised with regard to procedures of the Temple service incidental to analysis of the 
chapter’s central topics. 


Introduction to 
Perek V 
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MI S HN A The flute" is played on the festival of Sukkot 

for five or six days.” This is the flute of the 
Place of the Drawing of the Water, whose playing overrides neither 
Shabbat nor the Festival." Therefore, if the first Festival day oc- 
curred on Shabbat, they would play the flute for six days that year. 
However, if Shabbat coincided with one of the intermediate days of 
the Festival, they would play the flute for only five days. 


The flute - bn: Although there were many other musical 
instruments in the Temple, the flute was the most significant 
one (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna), either because 
its sound was heard above all others (Rabbi Ovadya Bartenura) 
or because it was the instrument with which the Levites began 
and concluded playing the melody that they played in the 
Temple (Tiferet Yisrael). 


Whose playing overrides neither Shabbat nor the Festival - 
sip op ny sey nawn ny xc) mitt tanger: Tosafot raise the ques- 
tion: Since all playing of music is prohibited by rabbinic decree 

on Shabbat and the Festivals to enhance their character as days 

of rest, and those decrees were not in effect in the Temple, why 

was it prohibited to play the flute on Sukkot? They answer that 

only those matters that were actually part of the sacred service 

were permitted. The flute discussed here was played in the 

Celebration of the Drawing of the Water. Other commentaries, 
however, cite proof that even decrees that did not directly affect 

the Temple service were suspended in the Temple. Many early 

and later authorities distinguish between different types of 
decrees designed to enhance the character of Shabbat as a day 

of rest, concluding that some indeed apply even in the Temple. 
The Ritva explains that since musical instruments frequently 

need repair, their use is restricted even in the Temple unless 

they are an integral part of the service. 


Ancient relief of a flute player 


ataxia 


The flute is for five...days - nwan Sona: There was great 
rejoicing for the Celebration of the Drawing of the Water 
from the Siloam pool, and the custom was to play musical 
instruments in the Temple. This rejoicing overrides neither 
Shabbat nor the Festivals, and therefore when Shabbat and 
the first day of Sukkot did not coincide there would be only 
five days of celebration, in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis in their dispute with Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 
8:13). 
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NOTES 


It is a significant mitzva and it originated from the 
six days of Creation — 1 nww TI NI ADN Ty 
MwA: Rashi cites proof that the drain pipes were cre- 
ated during the six days of Creation, and they were later 
used for the water libation. The connection between the 
water libation and Creation seems to be based on the 
midrash that describes that the lower waters wept after 
being removed from the heavenly spheres on the second 
day of Creation. In an effort to console them, God promised 
hat they would be elevated through the rite of the water 
ibation (see Maharsha). 


The flute overrides Shabbat - nawn nx anit ona: 

Based on Rashi’s commentary, apparently the dispute is 
specifically with regard to the flute, but it was certainly 
permitted to play the other musical instruments. A similar 
conclusion is reached in the Jerusalem Talmud, as other 
instruments are mentioned in the Bible (11 Chronicles 29:25), 
but not the flute. Furthermore, although at times of re- 
joicing the verse does state: “The people were playing on 
flutes” (| Kings 1:40), that is not in the context of rejoicing 
in the Temple per se, but rather as part of the celebration 
of Solomon's coronation. 


The flute of Moses - maT KIAN: It is related that in the 
Temple there remained one flute from the days of Moses 
that was crafted from a reed. In deference to the glory of 
the Temple, the Temple overseers sought to plate it with 
gold. However, once they did so, they discovered that the 
sound that the flute produced was no longer as pleasant, 
and they removed the gold plating. Therefore, there was 
one Temple vessel made completely of wood. 


One derives the possible from the impossible — wats 737 
wats »xwra: This problem appears several times in the 
Gemara. The issue is whether hermeneutic principles, e.g., 
a fortiori inferences, verbal analogies, etc., are completely 
logical constructs, or if their implementation is dependent 
on context. At times, the matter from which the halakha 
is being derived possesses unique characteristics to which 
the various halakhot that apply to that case can be at- 
tributed. The question is: Do those unique characteristics 
disqualify that halakha from serving as a paradigm for 
halakhot where these unique characteristics do not exist? 
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G E M A Itwas stated that Rav Yehuda and Rav Eina 

disagreed: One of them teaches that the 
celebration was called the Celebration of Drawing [sho’eva] and 
one of them teaches that it was called the significant [hashuva] 
celebration. Mar Zutra said: The one who taught sho’eva is not 
mistaken, and the one who taught hashuva is not mistaken. The 
one who taught sho’eva is not mistaken, as it is written: “And you 
shall draw [ushavtem] water with joy from the wells of salvation” 
(Isaiah 12:3), and its name reflects the fact that it is a celebration 
of the water libation. And the one who taught hashuva is not 
mistaken, as Rav Nahman said: It is a significant mitzva and it 
originated from the six days of Creation." 


§ The Sages taught: The flute overrides Shabbat;" this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda. And the Rabbis say: It does not 
override even a Festival. Rav Yosef said: The dispute is with re- 
gard to the song that the Levites sang accompanying the daily of- 
fering. As Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda holds that the primary essence 
of song is the accompaniment by musical instruments, and conse- 
quently these instruments are a component of the Temple service 
and override Shabbat. The Rabbis hold that the primary essence 
of song is singing with the mouth, and consequently the instru- 
ments are not a component of the service; they merely accompany 
the singing on occasion and therefore they do not override Shab- 
bat. However, with regard to the song of the Drawing of the Water, 
everyone agrees that it is rejoicing and not a component of the 
Temple service; therefore it does not override Shabbat. 


Rav Yosef said: From where do I say that they disagree about this 
matter? It is as it is taught in a baraita: With regard to Temple ser- 
vice vessels that one crafted of wood," Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
deems them unfit and Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda deems them fit. 
What, is it not that they disagree with regard to this matter? The 
one who deems the wooden vessel fit holds that the primary es- 
sence of song is accompaniment by musical instruments, and we 
derive that sacred vessels may be crafted of wood from the wooden 
flute of Moses," which according to this opinion was a service ves- 
sel. And the one who deems the wooden vessel unfit holds that the 
primary essence of song is singing with the mouth, and therefore 
we do not derive any halakha relevant to service vessels from the 
wooden flute of Moses, as according to this opinion it was not a 
service vessel. The Gemara rejects this explanation of the baraita. 


No, that is not necessarily the matter that they dispute, as one could 
say that everyone agrees: The primary essence of song is singing 
accompanied by musical instruments. And here, it is with regard 
to whether one derives the possible from the impossible" that 
they disagree. Can one establish a principle that applies in all cases 
based on a case with a unique aspect? The one who deems wooden 
service vessels fit holds that one derives the possible, i.e., Temple 
service vessels, from the impossible, i.e., the flute of Moses. Al- 
though there was no alternative to crafting the flute of Moses from 
wood, one may derive from this that sacred service vessels, even 
when the alternative to craft them from metal exists, may be crafted 
from wood. And the one who deems wooden service vessels unfit 
holds that one does not derive the possible from the impossible. 


From what material are Temple service vessels crafted — op 
Dwy Ma wpa: The candelabrum and its utensils, the Temple 
table and its utensils, the incense altar, and all other Temple 
vessels may be crafted only from metal. Bone, stone, or glass 


HALAKHA 


utensils are unfit, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, as the halakha is ruled in his favor in disputes 
with all other individual Sages (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Beit HaBehira 1:18). 
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And if you wish, say instead in rejection of Rav Yosef’s proof that 

everyone agrees that the primary essence of song is singing 

with the mouth, and one does not derive the possible from the 

impossible. And here, it is with regard to deriving the halakhot 
of the Temple candelabrum by means of the hermeneutic prin- 
ciple of generalizations and details or by means of the principle 

of amplifications and restrictions that they disagree." Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi interprets verses by means of the principle of 
generalizations and details, and Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda inter- 
prets verses by means of the principle of amplifications and 

restrictions. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi interprets the verse “And you shall make 
a candelabrum of pure gold: of beaten work shall the candela- 
brum be made” (Exodus 25:31), by means of the principle of 
generalizations and details. “And you shall make a candela- 
brum of,’ is a generalization, as the material of the candelabrum 
is not specified; “pure gold,” that is a detail, limiting the mate- 
rial exclusively to gold; “of beaten work shall the candelabrum 
be made,’ the verse then generalized again. The result is a gen- 
eralization and a detail and a generalization, from which you 
may deduce that the verse is referring only to items that are 
similar to the detail; just as the detail is explicit that the can- 
delabrum is crafted from gold, which is a metal, so too all other 
materials used in crafting the candelabrum must be of metal. The 
candelabrum is a prototype for all other Temple service vessels. 


Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda, however, who deems wooden Temple 
service vessels fit, interprets verses by means of the principle of 
amplifications and restrictions. “And you shall make a cande- 
labrum of,” is an amplification) as the material of the candela- 
brum is not specified; “pure gold,” is a restriction, limiting the 
material exclusively to gold; “of beaten work shall the candela- 
brum be made,’ the verse repeated and amplified. The result is 
amplification and restriction and amplification, from which 
one derives to amplify all items except for those items most dis- 
similar to the restriction. What did the verse amplify? It ampli- 
fied all materials, even wood. And what did the verse exclude 
with this restriction? It excluded a candelabrum crafted of 
earthenware. 


Rav Pappa said: Rav Yosef stated that the dispute between Rabbi 
Yosei bar Yehuda and the Rabbis concerning whether or not the 
flute overrides Shabbat and Festivals is based on the significance 
and the role of song in the sacrifice of offerings. 


NOTES 


Generalization and detail, and amplification and restric- to be amplifications and the specifics to be restrictions has its 
tion — piyya1 937) DID) dbp: These two hermeneutical prin- own logic. The generalization is an indication that this topic 
ciples, associated with the schools of Rabbi Yishmael and has universal applicability and the specific is an indication that 
Rabbi Akiva respectively, fundamentally disagree with regard there is a specific restriction to its applicability. Consequently, 
to whether general statements are considered generaliza- employing the methodology of amplification and restriction 
tions or whether they are considered amplifications; and with always results in a more inclusive conclusion than does the 
regard to whether specific statements are considered details methodology of generalization and detail. In the latter meth- 
or whether they are considered restrictions. The opinion that odology, the detail limits applicability of the generalization to 
considers the general statements to be generalizations cre- one particular detail, while in the former methodology it indi- 
ates logical categories relating to the nature of the matter cates merely an exception to the general principle. Therefore, 
under discussion, and even more so based on the specific when implementing the methodology of amplification and 


examples, i.e., the details, cited in that context. 


restriction, the detail furthest removed from the generality is 


In contrast, the opinion that considers the generalizations excluded, leaving the principle virtually intact. 
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NOTES 


They were slaves — 71 D713 "ay: The reality was that 
the best musicians happened to be slaves, and since in 
the opinion of this Sage it was not required to have men 
of distinguished lineage serve as the musicians, these 
slaves played the instruments in the Temple. 


Song with the mouth and accompanied by an instru- 
ment - hom mga mw: Apparently, there are three mat- 
ers here. Everyone agrees that song accompanies the 
offerings, and that this obligation is incumbent upon 
he Levites, who served as singers and gatekeepers in 
he Temple, as described in the book of Chronicles. With 
regard to the playing of instruments, however, there is 
a distinction. It is a mitzva by Torah law to sound the 
rumpets when sacrificing the Festival offerings, as stated 
explicitly in Numbers 10:1. The dispute is only with regard 
o the other instruments not mentioned in the Torah. See 
also in the notes for the previous amud that according 
o some, the flute had its own status, distinct from the 
other instruments, and was played only on special days. 


Singing in the Temple 


One elevates a Levite from the platform — (pma pou: 
To be precise, some say that the Gemara is not referring to 
the actual platform of the Temple upon which the Levites 
stood and sang, but rather to a different location where 
the musicians stood (see Josafot). The musicians at the 
Celebration of the Drawing of the Water clearly did not 
stand on the platform at all. 


BACKGROUND 


Emma’um - DNA: There is a variant reading, Emmaus, 
which is a more common name of this city, which was 
located in Judea approximately 11 km west of Jerusalem. 
It was considered the border between the Judean Hills 
and the plains. The city is mentioned as early as in the 
books of the Hasmoneans. Over time, it developed into a 
summer resort with hot springs and bathhouses. 
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This dispute is parallel to another dispute between tanna’im, as it is 
taught in a mishna in tractate Arakhin: The Temple musicians were 
slaves" of priests; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yosei 
says: The musicians were not slaves; they were Israelites from the 
family of the House of Happegarim and the family of the House of 
Tzipperaya. And they were from the city of Emma’um,? and their 
lineage was sufficiently distinguished that they would marry their 
daughters to members of the priesthood. 


Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus says: They were Levites. What, is it 
not that they disagree with regard to this; that the one who said 
that the musicians were slaves holds that the primary essence of 
song" is singing with the mouth. Since the instrumental music is 
mere accompaniment, it could be performed by slaves. And the one 
who said that the musicians were Levites holds that the primary 
essence of song is accompaniment by musical instruments." There- 
fore, the musicians were Levites, who were tasked with the song that 
was part of the Temple service." 


The Gemara asks: And how can you understand the mishna that way? 
According to that explanation, what does Rabbi Yosei hold? If he 
holds that the primary essence of song is singing with the mouth, 
then even slaves can also play the instruments. Why then does he 
require that the musicians be from Israelite families of distinguished 
lineage? If he holds that the primary essence of song is accompani- 
ment by musical instruments, he should have said: Levites, yes, they 
may play the instruments, but Israelites, no, they may not. 


Rather, the explanation of the dispute is that everyone agrees that 
the primary essence of song is singing with the mouth and the musi- 
cal instruments are merely for accompaniment. And it is with regard 
to this that they disagree: It is that one Sage holds that the event 
took place in this manner, i.e., slaves played the instruments, and one 
Sage holds that the event took place in this manner, i.e., Israelite 
families of distinguished lineage played the instruments. 


The Gemara asks: What practical halakhic difference is there wheth- 
er one group or another played the instruments? The Gemara answers: 
It is with regard to whether one elevates a Levite from the platform" 

to the presumptive status of distinguished lineage and eligibility to 

receive tithes that they disagree. Is it possible to draw the conclusion 

that a family is of distinguished lineage or eligible to receive tithes 

based on the fact that a member or ancestor of that family played a 

musical instrument on the Temple platform? 


The one who said that the musicians were slaves holds that one does 
not elevate from the platform to the presumptive status of distin- 
guished lineage and eligibility to receive tithes. And the one who 
said that the musicians were Israelites holds that one elevates a 
Levite from the platform to the presumptive status of distinguished 
lineage but not eligibility to receive tithes. And the one who said 
that the musicians were Levites holds that one elevates a Levite from 
the platform to the presumptive status of distinguished lineage and 
eligibility to receive tithes. 


HALAKHA 


The primary essence of song in the Temple - wapaamyw apy: 
It is a mitzva by Torah law to accompany the bringing of the of- 
ferings with song. This song was sung by the Levites, since the 
primary essence of song, which is the Levites’ Temple duty, is 
singing with the mouth. The musical instruments served merely 
as accompaniment and could be played by non-Levites (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 3:3). 


Who were the Temple musicians? — wpa 02321977 Vy A: 

The Temple musicians consisted of Levites and of Israelites of 
lineage sufficiently distinguished that they could marry their 
daughters to priests, as only individuals of distinguished lin- 
eage were allowed on the Temple platform, even if it was merely 
to play a musical instrument. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as the halakha is decided in his favor in 
disputes with individual Sages (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 3:3). 
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§ The Gemara cites an opinion that disagrees with that of Rav Yosef. 
And Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said: The dispute between Rabbi 
Yosei bar Yehuda and the Rabbis is with regard to the song of the 
Drawing of the Water. Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda holds that extra re- 
joicing" also overrides Shabbat, and the Rabbis hold that extra 
rejoicing does not override Shabbat." However, with regard to the 
song that the Levites sang accompanying an offering," everyone 

agrees that it is part of the Temple service, and overrides Shabbat. 


The Gemara raises an objection to the opinion of Rav Yosef that the 
dispute is with regard to the song that the Levites sang accompanying 
the daily offering: The song of the Drawing of the Water overrides 
Shabbat; this is the statement of Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda. And the 
Rabbis say: It does not override even the Festival. Apparently, their 
dispute is with regard to the song of the Drawing of the Water. Say 
that this is a conclusive refutation’ of the opinion of Rav Yosef. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a conclusive refutation. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say, based on this baraita, that it is with 
regard to the song of the Drawing of the Water alone that they 
disagree; however, with regard to the song that the Levites sang 
accompanying the daily offering, everyone says that it overrides 
Shabbat. If so, let us say that this will be a conclusive refutation of 
the opinion of Rav Yosef on two counts. According to Rav Yosef, the 
dispute is with regard to the song of the Drawing of the Water, and 
not with regard to the song the Levites sang accompanying the daily 
offering. The above suggestion refutes both aspects of his opinion. 


Rav Yosef could have said to you: They disagree with regard to the 
song of the Drawing of the Water and the same is true for the song 
that the Levites sang accompanying an offering. And the fact that 
they disagree specifically with regard to the song of the Drawing of 
the Water and do not specifically mention the song that the Levites 
sang accompanying the daily offering is to convey to you the far- 
reaching nature of the opinion of Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda, that even 
the song of the Drawing of the Water also overrides Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in the mishna: This is the flute 
of the Place of the Drawing of the Water, which overrides neither 
Shabbat nor the Festival. By inference, this is the flute that does not 
override Shabbat; however, the flute that accompanies the daily of- 
fering overrides Shabbat. The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna of the 
mishna? If we say it is Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda, didn’t he say that 
the song of the Drawing of the Water also overrides Shabbat? Rath- 
er, is it not the Rabbis, and say that this is a conclusive refutation 
of Rav Yosef on two counts. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a 
conclusive refutation. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of the one 
who said: The primary essence of song is singing accompanied by 
musical instruments? The Gemara answers: It is as it is written: “And 
Hezekiah commanded to sacrifice the burnt-offering upon the 
altar. And when the burnt-offering began, the song of the Lord 
began also, and the trumpets, together with the instruments of 
David, king of Israel” (11 Chronicles 29:27), indicating that the song 
of God that accompanies the offering is played by trumpets and 
other instruments. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of the one 

who said: The primary essence of song is singing with the mouth? 

The Gemara answers: It is as itis written: “And it came to pass, when 

the trumpeters and the singers were as one to make one sound” 
(11 Chronicles 5:13). Since the verse does not mention any musical 

instrument played with the singing other than the trumpets, and 

the trumpets were not sounded as accompaniment for the singers, 
apparently the primary essence of song is singing with the mouth. 
The trumpets were sounded in order to accompany the sacrifice of 
the daily and additional offerings with the requisite sounds of tekia 

and terua. 


NOTES 

Extra rejoicing - Myr nrw: There is a mitzva to 
rejoice on every Festival, and an explicit mitzva in 
the Torah to rejoice on Sukkot. Therefore, the addi- 
tion of musical instruments was necessary only to 
further enhance the rejoicing. However, since the 
musical instruments are not an essential element in 
the rejoicing of the Festival, failure to play them does 
not invalidate the rejoicing. 


HALAKHA 


Extra rejoicing does not override Shabbat — nmaw 
Dawa OX AN AY AYN: The added rejoicing of 
the song ‘of the Drawing of the Water does not over- 
ride Shabbat or the Festival (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 8:13). 


The song accompanying an offering - poe vw: 
On twelve days of the year the flute accompanies 
the bringing of the offerings: During the slaughter 
of the Paschal lamb on the first and second Pesah, 
on the first day of Passover, on Shavuot, and on the 
seven days of Sukkot and the Eighth Day of Assembly. 
On those days playing the flute overrides Shabbat, as 
according to the Gemara's conclusion, that was not 
subject to a tannaitic dispute (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 3:6). 


BACKGROUND 


Conclusive refutation [teyuvta] - xnav: An 
amoraic statement can be refuted on the basis of 
a tannaitic source that contradicts the statement 
of the amora. This word, teyuvta, is one of several 
terms based on the same Aramaic root. For example, 
where one amora raises an objection to the opinion 
of another amora by citing a tannaitic source, the 
expression used is eitivei, meaning Rabbi X raised 
an objection to Rabbi Y's opinion. Where an amora 
raises an objection against an unattributed amoraic 
opinion by citing a tannaitic source, the expression 
employed is mativ, i.e., Rabbi X raised an objection. 
In the case cited above, where the Gemara itself 
raises the objection by citing a tannaitic source, the 
expression used is meitivi. When there is no response 
to the objection, it is deemed a conclusive refutation 
and the term teyuvta is used, and often, as in this 
case, is repeated both before and after the name 
of the amora, effectively disqualifying his opinion. 
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BACKGROUND 
Poles and basins - opi Day: 


Celebration in the Temple, with poles and basins in the background 
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The Gemara asks: And according to the other tanna too, who holds 
that the primary essence of song is singing with the mouth, isn’t it 
written: “And Hezekiah commanded... the song of the Lord began 
also, and the trumpets, together with the instruments,” indicating 
that the instruments are the primary essence? The Gemara answers: 
This is what the verse is saying: “The song of the Lord began,” in- 
dicates that the primary essence is with the mouth; “with the in- 
struments of David, King of Israel,” is to sweeten the sound, as 
the instruments are merely to accompany and enhance the singing. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the other tanna too, who holds 

that the primary essence of song is singing accompanied by musical 

instruments, isn’t it written: “And it came to pass, when the trum- 
peters and the singers were as one,’ indicating that the primary 
essence is with the mouth? The Gemara answers: This is what the 

verse is saying: Through their juxtaposition, one derives that the 

singers are similar to the trumpeters; just as trumpeters produce 

their sound with an instrument, so too the singers produce their 

song with an instrument. 


ho did h lebrati f th 
MISHN One who di noier e Cele anon the 


Place of the Drawing of the Water" never 
saw celebration in his days. This was the sequence of events: At the 
conclusion of the first Festival day the priests and the Levites de- 
scended from the Israelites’ courtyard to the Women’s Courtyard, 
where they would introduce a significant repair, as the Gemara 
will explain. There were golden candelabra atop poles there in the 
courtyard. And there were four basins made of gold at the top of 
each candelabrum.’ And there were four ladders for each and every 
pole and there were four children from the priesthood trainees, 
and in their hands were pitchers with a capacity of 120 log of oil 
that they would pour into each and every basin. From the worn 
trousers of the priests and their belts" they would loosen and tear 
strips to use as wicks, and with them they would light the 
candelabra." And the light from the candelabra was so bright that 
there was not a courtyard in Jerusalem that was not illuminated 
from the light of the Place of the Drawing of the Water. 


The pious and the men of action" would dance before the people 
who attended the celebration, 


HALAKHA 


The Celebration of the Place of the Drawing of the Water - Wicks for the Celebration of the Place of the Drawing of the 
MAXiwA ma nmw: Although it is a mitzva by Torah law to re- Water - Taxiwa ma nmw nibs: The wicks for the lamps 


joice on each Festival, there is a special mitzva to rejoice on 
Sukkot. On the eve of the Festival they would construct a balcony 
in the Women’s Courtyard so the that the men and the women 
would not mingle, and the festivities would start at the conclu- 
sion of the first Festival day. On each of the intermediate days of 
the Festival beginning after the sacrifice of the daily afternoon 
offering they would rejoice and dance for the rest of the day and 
throughout the night (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shofar 
VeSukka VeLulav 8:12). 


From the worn trousers of the priests and their belts — ban 
Paa DTD p: See Tosafot, who raise the question why 
the tunics were not mentioned. Josefot Yom Tov asks why To- 
safot did not question the fact that the miters were not men- 
tioned. Many commentaries, beginning with the Kesef Mishne, 
address this question. Some explain that the tunics and the 
miters were made from very thin material from which it would 
not be possible to fashion the large, thick wicks necessary to 
light the candelabra of the Celebration of the Drawing of the 


NOTES 


hat were kindled for the Celebration of the Place of the Draw- 
ing of the Water were made from the worn pants and belts of 
he priests (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 8:6). 


The pious and the men of action — MWY wax) OPN: Not 
everyone actively participated in the Rejoicing of the Place of 
he Drawing of the Water; only the Sages of Israel, the pious, the 
earned Elders, and the men of action would dance and play 
musical instruments in the Temple. The rest of the people came 
o watch and hear the celebration (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shofar VeSukka VeLulav 8:14). 


Water (Heshek Shlomo based on Kesef Mishne). Others sug- 
gest that they used the tunics and the miters to make wicks 
for the candelabrum in the Temple, something for which they 
did not use the belts and the trousers; the belts because they 
were partially made of wool and as determined in the second 
chapter of tractate Shabbat, a woolen wick does not burn well 
in a small flame, and the trousers because it is degrading to 
use them in the Sanctuary (see Rabbeinu Yonatan, Meiri, and 
Tiferet Yisrael). 
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with flaming torches that they would juggle in their hands, 
and they would say before them passages of song and praise 
to God. And the Levites would play on lyres, harps, cymbals, 
and trumpets, and countless other musical instruments." 
The musicians would stand on the fifteen stairs that descend 
from the Israelites’ courtyard to the Women’s Courtyard, 
corresponding to the fifteen Songs of the Ascents in Psalms, 
i.e., chapters 120-134, and upon which the Levites stand with 
musical instruments and recite their song. 


And this was the ceremony of the Water Libation: Two priests 
stood at the Upper Gate that descends from the Israelites’ 
courtyard to the Women’s Courtyard, with two trumpets 
in their hands. When the rooster crowed at dawn, they 
sounded a tekia, and sounded a terua, and sounded a tekia." 
When they who would draw the water reached the tenth stair 
the trumpeters sounded a tekia, and sounded a terua, and 
sounded a tekia, to indicate that the time to draw water 
from the Siloam pool had arrived. When they reached the 
Women’s Courtyard with the basins of water in their hands, 
the trumpeters sounded a tekia, and sounded a terua, and 
sounded a tekia. 


When they reached the ground of the Women’s Courtyard, 
the trumpeters sounded a tekia, and sounded a terua, and 
sounded a tekia. They continued sounding the trumpets 
until they reached the gate through which one exits to the 
east, from the Women's Courtyard to the eastern slope of the 
Temple Mount. When they reached the gate through which 
one exits to the east, they turned from facing east to facing 
west, toward the Holy of Holies, and said: Our ancestors 
who were in this place during the First Temple period who 
did not conduct themselves appropriately, stood “with their 
backs toward the Sanctuary of the Lord, and their faces 
toward the east; and they worshipped the sun toward the 
east” (Ezekiel 8:16), and we, our eyes are to God. Rabbi 
Yehuda says that they would repeat and say: We are to God, 
and our eyes are to God. 


G E M ARA The Sages taught: One who did not 

see the Celebration of the Place of 
the Drawing of the Water, never saw celebration in his life. 
One who did not see Jerusalem in its glory, never saw a 
beautiful city. One who did not see the Temple in its con- 
structed state, never saw a magnificent structure. The 
Gemara asks: What is the Temple building to which the Sages 
refer?" Abaye said, and some say that it was Rav Hisda who 
said: This is referring to the magnificent building of Herod, 
who renovated the Second Temple. 


NOTES 


Countless other musical instruments - 19/2 xba ve op: Itis 
possible that this phrase is not an exaggeration with regard to 
the number of instruments used in the celebration, but rather 


an indication that there was no set number for the other instru- 


ments. Based on circumstances, more could be added or fewer 
could be used (Rashash). 


They sounded a tekia, and sounded a terua, and sounded a 


tekia -YPI WT aypn: Apparently, they established a system- 


atic procedure for sounding the trumpet blasts and the like to 
extend the procession. They went to the Siloam pool to draw the 


water during the night and did not enter the Temple until day- 


break, so that there would be no concern that the water would 


be rendered unfit for use by remaining in the vessel overnight 
(see Tosafot; Meri). 


What is the Temple building to which the Sages refer - *x12 
xt: The later authorities asked with regard to the Gemara’s 
question: Why was the question raised specifically concerning 
the Temple and not with regard to Jerusalem as well? Some 
explain that the term: In its constructed state, creates the im- 
pression that the reference is to a specific structure and not 
to the Temple in general. Clearly, the term magnificent would 
much better apply to Herod's structure than it would to the 
Temple, which was constructed by the returnees from Babylonia 
(Arukh LaNer). 
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LANGUAGE 


White marble [marmara] - KY: From the Greek 
udppapoc, marmaros, meaning marble or sparkling marble. 


Great synagogue [deyofloston] - jiopbors: From the Greek 
SırAóoç, diploos, meaning double, and atod, stoa, meaning 
colonnade. 


Basilica [basileki] - Da: From the Greek Baotdryn, basi- 
like, meaning a large and magnificent royal building. It has 
a unique structure wherein the central portion, called the 
nave, rises above the flanks of the building. There are often 
windows in the walls of the nave. 


Ruins of Roman basilica in Morocco 


Golden chairs [katedraot] — nixyinp: From the Greek 
xaðéSpa, cathedra, meaning chair, especially a special chair 
for distinguished people. 


BACKGROUND 

Alexander the Great of Macedonia — {7712 DITION: Some 
of the early authorities have noted that this is historically 
impossible, suggesting that the correct reading is Targenos, 
i.e., Trajan. The Gemara here is describing the suppression of 
a Jewish revolt in Cyrene and in Egypt by the Roman emperor 
Trajan, approximately sixty years after the destruction of the 
Second Temple. 


NOTES 


What is the reason they were punished — ways KAYUNI: 
In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained in the name of Rabbi 
Shimon bar Yohai that they violated three prohibitions, as 
the prohibition against returning to Egypt is written in the 
Torah three times. They returned to Egypt on three separate 
occasions and only then were punished. The Maharsha cited 
a verse in Jeremiah as the reason for the punishment. Not only 
does the verse prohibit the Judeans from returning to Egypt, 
it also prophesies that ultimately “they will die by the sword, 
by the famine, and by the pestilence, and none of them shall 
remain or escape” (Jeremiah 42:17). 
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HALAKHA 


Answering amen - fats Diy: If one is obligated to recite a 
blessing and he knows the prayer leader is presently reciting 
that very blessing, he may answer amen only if he can actually 
hear the blessing being recited. That is the conclusion drawn by 


halakhic authorities based on the Gemara in tractate Berakhot. 


Some say that even if he is not obligated to recite the blessing 
he should answer amen only if he knows which blessing is 
being recited (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 124:8, and in the 
commentary of the Rema citing the Tashbetz). 
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The Gemara asks: With what materials did he construct it? 
Rava said: It was with stones of green-gray marble and white 
marble [marmara]. Some say: It was with stones of blue 
marble and white marble. The rows of stones were set with 
one row slightly protruded and one row slightly indented, so 
that the plaster would take better. He thought to plate the 
Temple with gold, but the Sages said to him: Leave it as is, and 
do not plate it, as it is better this way, as with the different 
colors and the staggered arrangement of the rows of stones, it 
has the appearance of waves of the sea. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: One who did 
not see the great synagogue [deyofloston]' of Alexandria of 
Egypt never saw the glory of Israel. They said that its structure 
was like a large basilica [basileki],' with a colonnade within 
a colonnade. At times there were six hundred thousand men 
and another six hundred thousand men in it, twice the num- 
ber of those who left Egypt. In it there were seventy-one 
golden chairs [katedraot],' corresponding to the seventy- 
one members of the Great Sanhedrin, each of which con- 
sisted of no less than twenty-one thousand talents of gold. 
And there was a wooden platform at the center. The sexton 
of the synagogue would stand on it, with the scarves in his 
hand. And because the synagogue was so large and the people 
could not hear the communal prayer, when the prayer leader 
reached the conclusion of a blessing requiring the people to 
answer amen, the sexton waved the scarf and all the people 
would answer amen." 


And the members of the various crafts would not sit mingled. 
Rather, the goldsmiths would sit among themselves, and the 
silversmiths among themselves, and the blacksmiths among 
themselves, and the coppersmiths among themselves, and 
the weavers among themselves. And when a poor stranger 
entered there, he would recognize people who plied his craft, 
and he would turn to join them there. And from there he 
would secure his livelihood as well as the livelihood of the 
members of his household, as his colleagues would find him 
work in that craft. 


After depicting the glory of the synagogue, the Gemara relates 
that Abaye said: All of the people who congregated in that 
synagogue were killed by Alexander the Great of Macedonia.’ 
The Gemara asks: What is the reason that they were punished" 
and killed? It is due to the fact that they violated the prohibi- 
tion with regard to Egypt in this verse: “You shall henceforth 
return no more that way” (Deuteronomy 17:16), and they 
returned. Since they established their permanent place of 
residence in Egypt, they were punished." 


When Alexander arrived, he found them, and saw that they 
were reading the verse in the Torah scroll: “The Lord will 
bring a nation against you from far, from the end of the earth, 
as the vulture swoops down; a nation whose tongue you shall 
not understand” (Deuteronomy 28:49). He said, referring to 
himself: Now, since that man sought to come by ship in 
ten days, and a wind carried it and the ship arrived in only 
five days, apparently the verse referring a vulture swooping 
down is referring to me and heavenly forces are assisting me. 
Immediately, he set upon them and slaughtered them. 


The prohibition against settling in Egypt — AVW VD% 
oe wra: It is prohibited for a Jew to settle in any part of 
Egypt. However, one who violates this prohibition is not 
punished with lashes, as it is considered a prohibition that 
does not involve an action. Despite the prohibition, the 
Rambam himself settled there; some say that the prohibi- 
tion is specifically referring to leaving Eretz Yisrael to settle in 
Egypt. In any event, both earlier and later authorities wondered 
about this ruling, given the presence of a Jewish community 


in Egypt throughout the generations (Rabbi Eliezer of Metz, 
Haggahot Maimoniyyot). Perhaps, since there is no pro- 
hibition against residing there temporarily for business 
purposes and the like, Jews were not scrupulous in ob- 
serving this halakha, due to the exigencies of Jewish 
history. Furthermore, if there is an element of mitzva 
motivating one’s presence in Egypt, it is permitted to 
reside there (Radbaz; Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 
UMilhemoteihem 5:7). 
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§ The mishna continues: At the conclusion of the first Festival day, 
etc., the priests and the Levites descended from the Israelites’ court- 
yard to the Women’s Courtyard, where they would introduce a 
significant repair. The Gemara asks: What is this significant repair?" 
Rabbi Elazar said that it is like that which we learned: The walls 
of the Women’s Courtyard were smooth, without protrusions, ini- 
tially. Subsequently, they affixed protrusions to the wall surround- 
ing the Women’s Courtyard. Each year thereafter, for the Celebra- 
tion of the Place of the Drawing of the Water, they placed wooden 
planks on these projections and surrounded the courtyard with a 
balcony [gezuztra]."" And they instituted that the women should 
sit above and the men below. 


The Sages taught in the Tosefta: Initially, women would stand on 
the inside of the Women’s Courtyard, closer to the Sanctuary to the 
west, and the men were on the outside in the courtyard and on the 
rampart. And they would come to conduct themselves with inap- 
propriate levity in each other’s company, as the men needed to 
enter closer to the altar when the offerings were being sacrificed and 
as a result they would mingle with the women. Therefore, the Sages 
instituted that the women should sit on the outside and the men 
on the inside, and still they would come to conduct themselves 
with inappropriate levity. Therefore, they instituted in the interest 
of complete separation that the women would sit above and the 
men below. 


The Gemara asks: How could one do so, i.e., alter the structure of 
the Temple? But isn’t it written with regard to the Temple: “All this 
I give you in writing, as the Lord has made me wise by His hand 
upon me, even all the works of this pattern” (1 Chronicles 28:19), 
meaning that all the structural plans of the Temple were divinely 
inspired; how could the Sages institute changes? 


Rav said: They found a verse, and interpreted it homiletically and 
acted accordingly: 


It is stated: “The land will eulogize," each family separately; the 
family of the house of David separately, and their women 
separately, the family of the house of Nathan separately, and their 
women separately” (Zechariah 12:12). This indicates that at the end 
of days a great eulogy will be organized during which men and 
women will be separate. They said: And are these matters not in- 
ferred a fortiori? If in the future, at the end of days referred to in 
this prophecy, when people are involved in a great eulogy and 
consequently the evil inclination does not dominate them, as 
typically during mourning inappropriate thoughts and conduct are 
less likely, and nevertheless the Torah says: Men separately and 
women separately; then now that they are involved in the Celebra- 
tion of the Drawing of the Water, and as such the evil inclination 
dominates them, since celebration lends itself to levity, all the 
more so should men and women be separate. 


NOTES 

Significant repair — bing pn: In the Rambam’s Com- 
mentary on the Mishna he explains this in the sense of 
a significant repair that brought great benefit. Others 
say that this separation between men and women was 
called a significant repair only to distinguish it from the 
previous attempts to ameliorate the situation, which were 
less successful. 


And surrounded the courtyard with a balcony - mpm 
tora: When the Gemara later raises the problem of 
introducing structural changes into the Temple, it is re- 
ferring to the projections, which were permanent, not 
to the wooden boards placed on the projections to form 
the balcony, which were temporary. According to the 
Rambam, they were placed on the Festival eve. Others 
hold that they were placed at the conclusion of the first 
Festival day (see Meiri). 


LANGUAGE 
Balcony [gezuztra] — xtorma: From the Greek ewotpa, 
exostra, meaning a projection from the side of a house 
upon which boards are laid, forming a balcony. 


NOTES 

The land will eulogize, etc. - ^3) YT 71D": In the 
Jerusalem Talmud this verse is applied to both opinions. 
According to the opinion that the eulogy is for Messiah 
ben Yosef, this verse proves that even during times of 
mourning there must be separation between men and 
women. According to the opinion that the eulogy is for 
the evil inclination that was killed, if men and women 
must be separated when the evil inclination has no do- 
minion, all the more so they must be separated when it 
does have dominion. 
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NOTES 

Messiah, the evil inclination — y7 3%? Aw: The verse in 
Zechariah cited in the Gemara is referring to an only son, 
and later in the verse there is reference to the firstborn. 
Both terms can apply to both Messiah ben Yosef and the 
evil inclination. Each was unique until their counterparts, 
Messiah ben David and the good inclination, came into 
being. And once their counterparts came into being, Mes- 
siah ben Yosef and the evil inclination are called firstborn 
relative to those counterparts. 


Eulogy for the evil inclination that was killed — 75D7 
saw yyw? by: Many have suggested homiletic inter- 
pretations to explain why the righteous would cry over 
he evil inclination that was killed. Some say it is because 
hey have painful recollections of past battles with the evil 
inclination (Rashi). Others explain that the crying is not 
or the slain evil inclination, but that the tears are shed in 
he course of begging for mercy on behalf of the wicked 
(Arukh LaNer and others). Yet others suggest that with 
he evil inclination gone, the service of God will not be as 
remarkable as it was before, as there will be no challenge 
involved (Maharsha). 


As a high mountain, as a strand of hair — pind 7133 173 
mwe: Many of the early authorities sought to under- 
stand why the evil inclination is not perceived by everyone 
in the same way (see Otzar HaGeonim, Rav Hai Gaon, and 
others). One explanation is based on the idea that initially 
when the evil inclination begins to overcome someone, 
it is merely with subtle threads of deceit, as the sinner 
begins with minor transgressions. However, the righteous 
individual, who resists the initial subtle pull of the evil 
inclination, is confronted with an evil inclination that con- 
inually grows more powerful in its attempt to overcome 
him, reaching the dimensions of a high mountain. Never- 
heless, he successfully overcomes it (Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto). 


Messiah ben Yosef — 9? ja mwa: Much has been writ- 
en about Messiah ben Yosef in homilies about the re- 
demption. Most of these sources indicate that a man from 
he house of Joseph, i.e., from the tribes of Ephraim and 

anasseh, will arise and achieve great accomplishments 
or the Jewish people to the point that it will seem that 
he ultimate redemption is near. The nations of the world 
will then wage war against Israel. Israel will suffer a great 
defeat and Messiah ben Yosef will be killed. That will be 
he ultimate test of faith that the Jewish people will face 
o establish the identity of the true believers (Rav Hai 
Gaon). Messiah ben David will then be revealed and the 
final redemption will ensue. 


The evil inclination has seven names - 4 w ninw nyaw 
y awh: Many have interpreted these names as symbol- 

izing differen gradations of evil, each worse than the one 
that preceded it. Some explain that the evil inclination is 
called evil because it is the source of everything evil in a 

person. Furthermore, it conceals good from the individual, 
a characteristic represented by the name uncircumcised, 
as the foreskin conceals. Next, it corrupts even the pure 
houghts in the heart of man, as represented by the name 
impure. It does not do this passively, but plots and takes 
action against him like an enemy. Worse yet, in order to 

corrupt one who resists, it employs artifice in order to 

become an obstacle to entrap him. Once the obstacle is 
in place it is difficult to remove, as it is hard and heavy as 
a stone. Finally, the most difficult aspect of the evil inclina- 
ion is that it acts stealthily, as it is hidden in the heart of 
man (Arukh LaNer). 


LANGUAGE 
Web [bukhya] — X33: It appears that this word is not 
bukhya, but kukhya, the latter of which is used in rabbinic 
Hebrew and various dialects of Aramaic. 
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Apropos the eulogy at the end of days, the Gemara asks: For 
what is the nature of this eulogy? The Gemara answers: Rabbi 
Dosa and the Rabbis disagree concerning this matter. One 
said that this eulogy is for Messiah ben Yosef who was killed 
in the war of Gog from the land of Magog prior to the ultimate 
redemption with the coming of Messiah ben David. And one 
said that this eulogy is for the evil inclination" that was killed." 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said that 
the lament is for Messiah ben Yosef who was killed, this would 
be the meaning of that which is written in that context: “And 
they shall look unto Me because they have thrust him 
through; and they shall mourn for him, as one mourns for his 
only son” (Zechariah 12:10). However, according to the one 
who said that the eulogy is for the evil inclination that was 
killed, does one need to conduct a eulogy for this? On the 
contrary, one should conduct a celebration. Why, then, did 
they cry? 


The Gemara answers: This can be understood as Rabbi Yehuda 
taught: In the future, at the end of days, God will bring the 
evil inclination and slaughter it in the presence of the righ- 
teous and in the presence of the wicked. For the righteous the 
evil inclination appears to them as a high mountain, and for 
the wicked it appears to them as a mere strand of hair." These 
weep and those weep. The righteous weep and say: How were 
we able to overcome so high a mountain? And the wicked 
weep and say: How were we unable to overcome this strand 
of hair? And even the Holy One, Blessed be He, will wonder 
with them, as it is stated with regard to the eulogy: “So says 
the Lord of hosts: If it be wondrous in the eyes of the remnant 
of this people in those days, it should also be wondrous in My 
eyes” (Zechariah 8:6). 


Apropos the evil inclination and the battle against it, the Gemara 
cites that which Rav Asi said: Initially, when it begins to entice 
someone, the evil inclination is like a strand of a spider’s web 
[bukhya];' and ultimately it is like the thick ropes of a wagon, 
as it is stated: “Woe unto them that draw iniquity with cords 
of vanity, and sin as if it were with a wagon rope” (Isaiah 5:18). 
Initially, the enticement is almost imperceptible, like a thin 
strand; however, after one sins, it is like wagon ropes tied tightly 
around him. 


The Sages taught: To Messiah ben David, who is destined to 
be revealed swiftly in our time, the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
says: Ask of Me anything and I will give you whatever you 
wish, as it is stated: “I will tell ofthe decree; the Lord said unto 
me: You are My son, this day have I begotten you, ask of Me, 
and I will give the nations for your inheritance, and the ends 
of the earth for your possession” (Psalms 2:7-8). Once the Mes- 
siah ben David saw Messiah ben Yosef,’ who was killed, he 
says to the Holy One, Blessed be He: Master of the Universe, 
I ask of you only life; that I will not suffer the same fate. The 
Holy One, Blessed be He, says to him: Life? Even before you 
stated this request, your father, David, already prophesied 
about you with regard to this matter precisely, as it is stated: 
“He asked life of You, You gave it to him; even length of days 
for ever and ever” (Psalms 21:5). 


§ Rabbi Avira, and some say Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, 
taught: The evil inclination has seven names." The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, called it evil, as it is stated: “For the inclination 

of a man’s heart is evil from his youth” (Genesis 8:21). Moses 

called it uncircumcised, as it is stated: “And circumcise the 

foreskin of your hearts” (Deuteronomy 10:16). David called it 

impure, as it is stated: “Create for me a pure heart, O God” 
(Psalms 51:12); by inference, there is an impure heart that is 

the evil inclination. 
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Solomon called it enemy, as it is stated: “If your enemy is hungry, give 
him bread to eat, and ifhe is thirsty, give him water to drink; for you 
will heap coals of fire upon his head, and the Lord will 
reward you” (Proverbs 25:21-22). Do not read it as: And the Lord will 
reward you [yeshalem lakh]; rather read it as: And the Lord 
will reconcile it to you [yashlimenu lakh]. God will cause the evil 
inclination to love you and no longer seek to entice you to sin. 


Isaiah called it a stumbling block, as it is stated: “And He will say: Cast 
you up, cast you up, clear the way, take up the stumbling block out of 
the way of My people” (Isaiah 57:14). Ezekiel called it stone, as it is 
stated: “And I will take away the stony heart out of your flesh, and I 
will give you a heart of flesh” (Ezekiel 36:26). Joel called it hidden one, 
as it says: “But I will remove the northern one [hatzefoni] far off from 
you” (Joel 2:20). The Sages taught concerning the verse: “But I will 
remove the northern one [hatzefoni] far off from you,” that this is 
referring to the evil inclination. And why is the evil inclination referred 
to as tzefoni? It is due to the fact that it is always hidden [tzafun] in the 
heart of man. 


The baraita continues interpreting the verse in the book of Joel. “And 
will drive it to a land barren and desolate” (Joel 2:20), where there 
are no people for the evil inclination to incite. And what damage does 
the evil inclination cause? “With its face toward the eastern [hakad- 
moni] sea” (Joel 2:20), as it set its eyes" on the First [mukdam] Tem- 
ple and destroyed it, and killed the Torah scholars that were in it; “and 
its end toward the western [haaharon] sea” (Joel 2:20), as it set its 
eyes on the Second [aharon] Temple and destroyed it, and killed the 
Torah scholars that were in it; “its foulness may come up, and its ill 
odor may come up” (Joel 2:20), as it forsakes the nations of the world 
and incites the enemies of the Jewish people: In this context, the term 
the nations is a euphemism for the Jewish people. The evil inclination 
seeks to corrupt the Jews more than it does the members of any other 
nation. “Because it has done greatly” (Joel 2:20): Abaye® said: And it 
provokes Torah scholars more than it provokes everyone else. 


The Gemara illustrates that point. It is like this incident, as Abaye once 
heard a certain man say to a certain woman: Let us rise early and go 
on the road. Upon hearing this, Abaye said to himself: I will go and 
accompany them and prevent them from violating the prohibition that 
they certainly intend to violate. He went after them for a distance of 
three parasangs’ in a marsh among the reeds, while they walked on the 
road, and they did not engage in any wrongful activity. When they were 
taking leave of each other, he heard that they were saying: We traveled 
a long distance together, and the company was pleasant company. 


Abaye said: In that situation, if instead of that man it had been one 
whom I hate, a euphemism for himself, he would not have been able 
to restrain himself from sinning. After becoming aware of so great a 
shortcoming he went and leaned against the doorpost, thinking and 
feeling regret. A certain Elder came and taught him: Anyone who is 
greater than another, his evil inclination is greater than his. Therefore, 
Abaye should not feel regret, as his realization is a consequence of his 
greatness. 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: A person’s inclination overcomes him each day, 
as it is stated: “Only 


PERSONALITIES 


NOTES 

As it set its eyes — yp» naw: The forces of evil, which 
adhere more to those on higher levels of sanctity, 
caused the destruction of both Temples. Those forc- 
es appear and intensify wherever there is increased 
sanctity, affecting Jews more than gentiles, and Torah 
scholars more than the rank and file (see Maharsha, 
Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto, and others). 


BACKGROUND 
Three parasangs — ’D15 xabn: The parasang is an 
ancient measure of distance originating in Persia. It is 
the equivalent of four mil. In today’s measurements, 
three parasangs are approximately 12 km. The map 
below shows that the parasang was in use even in 
the nineteenth century. 


Map of Persia from 1814 with scale in parasangs 


Abaye - 3: One of the outstanding Sages of the Talmud, 


Abaye was a fourth-generation Babylonian amora. Abaye was 
orphaned at the time of his birth and raised by his paternal 
uncle, Rabba. Some say that his real name was Nahmani or 
Kilil and that Abaye was just a nickname. The woman who 
assisted his uncle in raising him impressed upon him many life 
lessons that he quotes in her name. There are several incidents 
related in the Gemara that illustrate his intelligence even as a 
child, including some where his adoptive father, Rabba, tests 
his knowledge. Although Rabba was a priest and the head of 
his yeshiva, he lived in poverty, as did Abaye. 


Abaye was the primary student of Rabba and of Rav Yosef. 
After Rav Yosef’s death, Abaye succeeded him as the head of 
he yeshiva in Pumbedita. He celebrated the study of Torah 
and would announce a holiday for the scholars whenever one 
of them completed a tractate. Growing up in his uncle’s home 
he was aware of the difficulties of scholars who were without 
financial means. The Gemara in tractate Berakhot (35b) relates 
hat he testified that many were successful following the path of 
Rabbi Yishmael, who instructed his students to plow, plant, and 
harvest in the appropriate time; only very few were successful 
‘ollowing the path of Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai who taught that 


one should devote himself entirely to Torah and ignore worldly 
concerns. In addition to Abaye’s prominence as a Torah scholar, 
he was known for his righteousness and his acts of kindness. 

Abaye’s exchanges and halakhic arguments with his uncle 
and, even more so, with Rav Yosef, can be found throughout 
the Talmud. However, his disputes with his colleague Rava are 
especially significant. Their disputes, known as the discussions 
of Abaye and Rava, are examples of profound and edifying 
disputes and are among the foundations of the Babylonian 
Talmud. In these disputes, with six exceptions, the halakha is 
ruled in accordance with the opinion of Rava. 
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NOTES 
If it is like iron it will be shattered - yxisna x17 bya OX: 
See Josafot. The early authorities discuss whether the intent 
is that the iron smashes the rock or that the rock smashes 
the iron. There is a variant reading; If it is like iron, it will be 
melted, in which case it is derived from the beginning of 
the verse: “Is not My word like fire, says the Lord” (see Ritva). 


The evil inclination incites a person to sin in this world, 
and then testifies against him in the next world - 3%? 
xan obiyh voy py ant obiya one) inp yr: Once an 
individual succumbs to his evil inclination, he internalizes 
that tendency and that conduct becomes part of his very 
essence. Once it is second nature and an integral part of 
one’s personality it is virtually impossible to eradicate it. 
That conduct will ultimately testify against him (Midrash 
Shlomo). 
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evil all day” (Genesis 6:5). All day long his thoughts and desires 

are for evil. Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish said: A person’s evil 

inclination overcomes him each day and seeks to kill him, as 

it stated: “The wicked watches the righteous and seeks to kill 

him” (Psalms 37:32); the wicked here is referring to the wicked- 
ness inside one’s heart. And if not for the Holy One, Blessed be 

He, Who assists him with the good inclination, he would not 

overcome it, as it is stated: “The Lord will not leave him in his 

hand, nor suffer him to be condemned when he is judged” 
(Psalms 37:33). 


The school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: If this scoundrel, the 

evil inclination, accosted you, seeking to tempt you to sin, drag 

it to the study hall and study Torah. If it is like a stone, it will 

be dissolved by the Torah. If it is like iron, it will be shattered. 
The Gemara elaborates: Ifit is like stone, it will be dissolved, as 

it is written: “Ho, everyone who is thirsty, come you for the 

water” (Isaiah 55:1), water in this context meaning Torah; and 

it is written: “Stones were worn by water” (Job 14:19). If it is 

like iron, it will be shattered," as it is written: “Is not My word 

like fire, says the Lord; and like a hammer that shatters rock” 
(Jeremiah 23:29). 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The 

evil inclination incites a person to sin in this world, and then 

testifies against him in the next world," as it is stated: “He that 

delicately brings up his servant from a child shall have him 

become a master [manon] at the last” (Proverbs 29:21). Ini- 
tially, in one’s youth, the evil inclination, which should have been 

enslaved to him, takes control of him and causes him to sin. Then, 
ultimately, that same evil inclination becomes his manon. Manon 

means witness, as in Rabbi Hiyya’s coded alphabet in which alef 
and tet and beit and het, etc., are interchanged. Witness [sahada] 

is called manon. The letters mem and samekh, nun and heh, and 

vav and dalet are interchanged with other letters. 


Rav Huna raised a contradiction between two verses. It is writ- 
ten: “For the spirit of harlotry caused them to err” (Hosea 
4:12), indicating that this spirit was a temporary phenomenon 
and not an integral part of their persona. And it is also written: 


“For the spirit of harlotry is within them” (Hosea 5:4), indicating 


that it is an integral part of their persona. The Gemara explains: 
Initially, it causes them to err from without, and ultimately, it 
is from within them. 


Rava said: Initially, the verse called the evil inclination a trav- 
eler coming from afar. Subsequently, the verse calls it a guest, 
as one welcomes it. Ultimately, the verse calls it man, indicating 
significance, as it became the homeowner. As it is stated in the 
parable of the poor man’s lamb that Nathan the prophet said to 
David: “And there came a traveler to the rich man, and he was 
reluctant to take of his own flock and of his own herd, to 
prepare for the guest” (11 Samuel 12:4). And it is written in the 
same verse: “And he took the poor man’s lamb, and prepared 
it for the man that was come to him.” In other words, the evil 
inclination that began as a traveler gradually rose in prominence. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: A man has a small organ used in sexual 
relations. If he starves the organ, and does not overindulge, it 
is satiated; however, if he satiates the organ and overindulges 
in sexual relations, it is starving, and desires more, as it is stated: 


“When they were fed, they became full, they were filled, and 


their heart was exalted; therefore have they forgotten Me” 
(Hosea 13:6). 
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Rav Hana bar Aha said that the Sages in the school of Rav say: 
There are four creations that the Holy One, Blessed be He, cre- 
ated, yet He, as it were, regrets that He created them," as they 
do more harm than good. And these are they: Exile, Chaldeans, 
and Ishmaelites, and the evil inclination. Exile, as it is written: 
“Now therefore, for what am I here, says the Lord, seeing that 
My people is taken away for naught” (Isaiah 52:5). God Himself 
is asking: For what am I here? Chaldeans, as it is written: “Be- 
hold the land of the Chaldeans, this is the people that was not” 
(Isaiah 23:13), meaning, if only they never were. 


Ishmaelites, as it is written: “The tents of robbers prosper, and 
they that provoke God are secure, in whatsoever God brings 
with His hand” (Job 12:6). God brought upon Himself these 
Arabs that dwell in the deserts in tents. The evil inclination, as 
it is written: “On that day, says the Lord, will I assemble her that 
is lame, and I will gather her that is driven away, and her that I 
corrupted” (Micah 4:6). God is saying that He created the evil 
inclination that led the people to sin and to be cast into exile. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Were it not for these three verses that 
follow that indicate that God controls people's hearts, the legs of 
the enemies of the Jewish people, a euphemism for the Jewish 
people themselves, would have collapsed, unable to withstand 
the repercussions of their sins. One, as it is written: “And her 
that I corrupted,” indicating God’s regret for doing so. And one, 
as it is written: “Behold, as the clay in the potter’s hand, so are 
you in My hand, O house of Israel” (Jeremiah 18:6). And the 
other verse: “And I will take away the heart of stone out of your 
flesh, and I will give you a heart of flesh” (Ezekiel 36:26), indi- 
cating that the matter is not solely in human hands, but in the 
hands of God as well. 


Rav Pappa said: It is derived from this verse as well: “And I will 
put My spirit within you, and cause you to walk in My statutes, 
and you shall keep My ordinances, and do them” (Ezekiel 36:27). 


§ Apropos the end of days, the Gemara cites another verse and 
interprets it homiletically. It is stated: “The Lord then showed 
me four craftsmen” (Zechariah 2:3). Who are these four crafts- 
men? Rav Hana bar Bizna said that Rabbi Shimon Hasida said: 
They are Messiah ben David, Messiah ben Yosef, Elijah, and the 
righteous High Priest," who will serve in the Messianic era. Rav 
Sheshet raised an objection: If so, if that is the identity of the 
four craftsmen, then that which is written in the previous verse: 
“And he said to me: These are the horns that scattered Judea” 
(Zechariah 2:2), is difficult; these four in the first verse are com- 
ing for their enemies, and are not redeemers. 


Rav Hana said to Rav Sheshet: Go to the end of the verse: 
“These then are come to frighten them, to cast down the horns 
of the nations, which lifted up their horn against the land of 
Judah to scatter it.” This indicates that the horns refer to the na- 
tions that exiled the Jewish people and that the four craftsmen 
will hurl those horns aside. Rav Sheshet said to him: Why should 
I disagree with Rav Hana in matters of aggada, where he is more 
expert than I, and I cannot prevail? 


The Gemara continues homiletically interpreting verses that re- 
late to the end of days. It is stated: “And this shall be peace: 
When the Assyrian shall come into our land, and when he shall 
tread in our palaces, then shall we raise against him seven 
shepherds, and eight princes among men” (Micah 5:4). The 
Gemara asks: Who are these seven shepherds?" The Gemara 
explains: David is in the middle; Adam, Seth, and Methuselah 
are to his right; Abraham, Jacob, and Moses are to his left. And 
who are the eight princes among men? They are Yishai, Saul, 
Samuel, Amos, Zephania, Zedekiah, Messiah, and Elijah. 


pomorphism to indicate that t 


NOTES 

There are four creations that the Holy One, Blessed be 
He, created, yet regrets that He created them - mya 
DKY NIT INA wtp why vwm: Although certainly 
God does not actually experience regret, this is an anthro- 


hese creations pain Him 


(Rav Ya'akov Emden). They serve a purpose as a means 


for punishing the wicked, as eac 
God's wrath in different circums 


Four craftsmen — EIN TYIN: 


h is an effective outlet for 
ances. 


See Rashi, who explains 


why each of the four was referred to as a craftsman. Some 


explain that the four are 


against the wicked. Some, includ 
hizedek, 


righteous priest is Melc 
14:18), who assisted Abra 
kings (Arukh LaNer). 


righteous High Priest is 


the Temple after the coming of 
and Ezra the Scribe (see Asara 


of Aaron the High Pries 
Ma‘amarot). 


amous 


ham in 


or their victorious battles 
ing Rashi, explain that the 
King of Salem (Genesis 
his battle against the four 


He High Priest who will serve in 


he Messiah, an amalgam 


Seven shepherds - oyin nyag: The Maharsha notes that 
with regard to most of them it was taught explicitly or even 
implicitly that they were, at one time or another, actual 
shepherds, and were therefore called shepherds. That is 
why Isaac is not listed among them, as he was a farmer 


(see Rashi). 
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NOTES 
Were superior — 7 pnawn: These priests in training are 
deemed superior because they climbed a steep ladder, 
holding on to the ladder in one hand, and a large basin 
of oil in the other hand, all the while ensuring that the oil 
would not spill (Ritva). 


PERSONALITIES 

Marta, daughter of Baitos - Dina na xy: This excep- 
tional personality is mentioned several times in the Talmud 
and due to her great fortune served as the archetypal 
woman of wealth and influence. Apparently, she was a 
member of the wealthy Baitos family, which was one of 
the most powerful priestly families in Jerusalem during 
the Second Temple era and which produced High Priests 
and other prominent Temple functionaries. 

According to the incidents related in the Talmud sur- 
rounding the destruction of the Second Temple, even 
Marta's great wealth could not save her, and she died of 
starvation in the streets of Jerusalem. 


BACKGROUND 
Two thighs - ni>y mw: Two thighs of one bull after skin- 
ning and the removal of waste can weigh as much as 
200 kg or more. In contrast, thirty /og of oil weigh only 
about 40 kg. 


Perek V 
Daf 53 Amuda 


NOTES 


Happy is our old age that atoned [shekippera] - wx 
TW pt: There is a variant reading, shekifra, from 
the word kefira, meaning denial. The phrase would then 
read: Our old age negated the sinful actions of our youth 
because we repented (Meiri). 
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§ The mishna continues: And there were four ladders for 
each pole. One of the Sages taught: The height of the candela- 
brum upon the pole is fifty cubits. And there were four chil- 
dren from the priesthood trainees holding and in their hands 
jugs of oil with a capacity of 120 log of oil. A dilemma was 
raised: Was it 120 log altogether, or perhaps each and every 
child carried that amount? Come and hear proof from this 
baraita: And in their hands were jugs of oil, each with a capac- 
ity of thirty log, that were all together 120 log. 


One of the Sages taught: And these young priests who held 

the pitchers were superior’ in strength to the son of Marta, 
daughter of Baitos,” who was a priest renowned for his might. 
They said about the son of Marta, daughter of Baitos, that 

he would take two thighs? ofa large bull that was so large that 

it would be purchased for one thousand zuz, and walk up the 

ramp in small steps, heel to toe, without hurrying, due to his 

strength. However, his brethren the priests would not allow 
him do so, due to the principle: “In the multitude of people 

is the King’s glory” (Proverbs 14:28). The more priests en- 
gaged in the Temple service, the greater glory for God. There- 
fore, it is preferable for the thighs to be carried to the altar by 
multiple priests. 


The Gemara asks: In what sense were these young priests 
superior? If we say it is due to the weight of the pitchers that 
they carried, these two thighs are heavier than the thirty log 
of oil. The Gemara answers: Rather, the difference is that there, 
in the case of the son of Marta, he walked on a ramp that was 
wide, and with a moderate gradient of only one cubit every 
four cubits of length, and it is not steep; here they climbed 
ladders, and those are very steep. 


§ The mishna continues: And there was not a courtyard in 
Jerusalem that was not illuminated from the light of the Place 
of the Drawing of the Water. One of the Sages taught: 


It was so bright that a woman would be able to sort wheat by 
the light of the Celebration of the Place of the Drawing of the 
Water. 


§ The mishna continues: The pious and the men of action 
would dance before the people who attended the celebration. 
The Sages taught in the Tosefta that some of them would say 
in their song praising God: Happy is our youth, as we did not 
sin then, that did not embarrass our old age. These are the 
pious and the men of action, who spent all their lives engaged 
in Torah and mitzvot. And some would say: Happy is our old 
age, that atoned" for our youth when we sinned. These are 
the penitents. Both these and those say: Happy is he who 
did not sin; and he who sinned should repent and God will 
absolve him. 
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It is taught in the Tosefta: They said about Hillel the Elder’ that 
when he was rejoicing at the Celebration of the Place of the 
Drawing of the Water he said this: If I am here, everyone is 
here;" and if I am not here, who is here? In other words, one 
must consider himself as the one upon whom it is incumbent 
to fulfill obligations, and he must not rely on others to do so. 
He would also say this: To the place that I love, there my feet 
take me, and therefore, I come to the Temple. And the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, says: If you come to My house, I will come 
to your house; if you do not come to My house, I will not 
come to your house, as it is stated: “In every place that I cause 


My name to be mentioned, I will come to you and bless you” 


(Exodus 20:20). 


The Gemara cites another statement of Hillel the Elder. Addition- 
ally, he saw one skull" that was floating on the water and he said 

to it: Because you drowned others, they drowned you, and 

those that drowned you will be drowned. That is the way of the 

world; everyone is punished measure for measure. Apropos fol- 
lowing one’s feet, Rabbi Yohanan said: The feet of a person are 

responsible for him; to the place where he is in demand, there 

they lead him. 


The Gemara relates with regard to these two Cushites who 
would stand before Solomon: “Elihoreph and Ahijah, the sons 
of Shisha” (1 Kings 4:3), and they were scribes of Solomon. 
One day Solomon saw that the Angel of Death was sad. He said 
to him: Why are you sad? He said to him: They are asking 
me to take the lives of these two Cushites who are sitting here. 
Solomon handed them to the demons in his service, and sent 
them to the district of Luz," where the Angel of Death has 
no dominion. When they arrived at the district of Luz, they 
died. 


The following day, Solomon saw that the Angel of Death was 

happy. He said to him: Why are you happy? He replied: In the 

place that they asked me to take them, there you sent them. The 

Angel of Death was instructed to take their lives in the district of 
Luz. Since they resided in Solomon's palace and never went to 

Luz, he was unable to complete his mission. That saddened him. 
Ultimately, Solomon dispatched them to Luz, enabling the angel 

to accomplish his mission. That pleased him. Immediately, Solo- 
mon began to speak and said: The feet of a person are respon- 
sible for him; to the place where he is in demand, there they 
lead him. 


NOTES 


If I am here, everyone is here - X32 Son JXD OK DN: Most 
commentaries follow Rashi’s explanation that Hillel is speaking 
in God's name. If God is present, everything is present, and in 
God's absence there is nothing (Rabbeinu Yehonatan, Ritva, 
and others). Some explain that Hillel is referring to the Jewish 
people, speaking in the singular as a member of the Jewish 
people. That is also the understanding in the Jerusalem Talmud: 
When Hillel saw that the Jewish people were going through 
he motions in their worship of God, he would say: Does God 
need their praise? Doesn't He have millions of angels praising 
Him? And when he saw that they were worshipping for the 
sake of Heaven, he would say: If |, the Jewish people, am here, 
everything is here, because God desires the praise of Israel more 
han anything else. 

There are some who add to the explanation that says that 
Hillel spoke in the name of the Divine Presence: if God is present 
in a given place, then the place becomes a small area that holds 


he multitudes, and everyone could be there. However, if the 
Divine Presence is not there, then the space would not be able 
o hold all the people there (Rabbi Meir Arak). 


Additionally he saw one skull - nn nhia TNI NIT AK: In 
Hillel's previous statement and in this one, he is referring to 
he divine attribute of measure for measure, extending it to all 
aspects of life. There are some who divide this statement into 
wo independent scenarios. Because you drowned others, they 
drowned you, as a punishment that fits the crime. However, if 
you are not guilty, those that drowned you will be drowned 
(Midrash Shmuel). 


The district of Luz — nbr tima: In Judges, chapter 1, there is 
an incident involving the city of Luz. It is said that it is a city of 
refuge even from the Angel of Death, as he is not permitted 
to enter there. 


PERSONALITIES 


Hillel the Elder — 1p ba: Hillel the Elder was Shammai’s 
partner in the last of the pairs of Sages; he was Nasi of the 
Sanhedrin, and Shammai was the Head of the Court. Hillel 
and Shammai lived about one hundred years prior to the 
destruction of the Temple, at the beginning of Herod's reign. 
Despite the fact that each founded a school, Beit Hillel and 
Beit Shammai respectively, both of which continued many 
years after their passing, they themselves disagreed about 
only three or four matters. The difference between Hillel 
and Shammai themselves was mainly one of personality. 
Hillel was easygoing in his approach to himself and to oth- 
ers, avoiding conflict wherever possible. Shammai took a 
more exacting approach and scrutinized people's motives 
and actions. 

Tradition has it that Hillel began as an impoverished stu- 
dent engaged in menial labor to earn money to pay the 
entrance fee to attend the lectures of Shemaya and Avtalyon. 
Ultimately, the Gemara likens Hillel to Ezra the Scribe, credit- 
ing him with reestablishing Torah during a period in history 
when it was in danger of being forgotten (Sukka 20a). His 
disciples were praised as well. According to the Gemara, 
Hillel the Elder had eighty students; thirty were worthy to 
have the Divine Presence rest upon them like Moses, thirty 
were worthy to have the sun stand still for them, as it did for 
Joshua bin Nun; and twenty were considered average. The 
greatest among them all was Yonatan ben Uziel and the 
least prominent among them Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai 
(Sukka 28a). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel — brei3 ya piyaw par: 
The reference here is to Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel the 
Elder, who followed in the footsteps of his father Rabban 
Gamliel the Elder and his grandfather Hillel the Elder, 
and served as Nasi. According to his testimony, he was 
raised among the Sages (Avot 1:17). Josephus relates that 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel was appointed Nasi eigh- 
teen years prior to the destruction of the Temple. From 
the little we know about him, he was a forceful yet pious 
individual. Aside from the story that appears here, the 
mishna records his sensitivity to community needs and 
describes how he brought down the price of turtledoves 
in Jerusalem by ruling that women needed to bring only 
one sacrifice even after several births (Keritot 8a). 

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel supported the rebels 
in their revolt against Roman rule, and according to 
tradition he was one of the Ten Martyrs killed before 
the Temple was destroyed. His son, Rabban Gamliel of 
Yavne, served as Nasi after Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai. 


King Shapur - xara j3: This is the Persian King 
Shapur, Shahpuhre | (241-272 CE), second king of the 
Sassanid dynasty. He was one of the great Persian kings 
and expanded the empire. He waged several wars 
against the Romans and occupied extensive territories, 
reaching as far as Syria. In one battle, he even captured 
the Roman emperor Valerian the Elder. However, he did 
not win all his wars, and in some battles he was routed 
by the Romans. 

Unlike other kings in the Sassanid dynasty, Shapur 
was tolerant of other faiths. There are many incidents 
related reflecting his close relationship with the Jewish 
people, as well as his love and appreciation for Jewish 
customs. In several places the Gemara describes his 
friendship with the amora Shmuel. 


a 


Image of King Shapur | of Persia on a coin minted during his reign 


HALAKHA 
Taking an oath in vain — xw nyw: One who takes 
an oath to perform an impossible task, e.g, one who 
swears that he will not sleep for three days, has taken an 
oath in vain. He need not wait until he is overwhelmed 
by exhaustion; rather, he is flogged and may sleep im- 
mediately (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 236:4). 


NOTES 
One flogs him and he may sleep immediately — ppa 
anbxd 191 nite: In other words, he may go to sleep im- 
mediately if he chooses and he need not wait until he 
submits to exhaustion. The oath is inherently impossible 
to fulfill, and therefore he is flogged for taking it (Meiri). 
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§ Itis taught in a baraita: They said about Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel’ that when he would rejoice at the Celebration of 
the Place ofthe Drawing of the Water, he would take eight flaming 
torches and toss one and catch another, juggling them, and, 
though all were in the air at the same time, they would not touch 
each other. And when he would prostrate himself, he would in- 
sert his two thumbs into the ground, and bow, and kiss the floor 
of the courtyard and straighten, and there was not any other crea- 
ture that could do that due to the extreme difficulty involved. And 
this was the form of bowing called kidda performed by the High 
Priest. 


The Gemara relates: Levi demonstrated a kidda before Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and strained his thigh and came up lame. The 
Gemara asks: And is that what caused him to be lame? But didn’t 
Rabbi Elazar say: One should never speak impertinently toward 
God above; as a great person once spoke impertinently toward 
God above, and even though his prayers were answered, he was 
still punished and came up lame. And who was this great person? 
It was Levi. Apparently his condition was not caused by his bow. 
The Gemara answers: There is no contradiction. Both this and 
that caused him to come up lame; because he spoke impertinently 
toward God, he therefore was injured when exerting himself in 
demonstrating kidda. 


Apropos the rejoicing of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel at the Cele- 
bration of the Place of the Drawing of the Water, the Gemara re- 
counts: Levi would walk before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi juggling 
with eight knives. Shmuel would juggle before King Shapur’ with 
eight glasses of wine without spilling. Abaye would juggle before 
Rabba with eight eggs. Some say he did so with four eggs. All these 


were cited. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya said: 
When we would rejoice in the Celebration of the Place of the 
Drawing of the Water, we did not see sleep in our eyes the entire 
Festival. How so? In the first hour of the day, the daily morning 
offering was sacrificed and everyone came to watch. From there 
they proceeded to engage in prayer in the synagogue; from there, 
to watch the sacrifice of the additional offerings; from there, to 
the synagogue to recite the additional prayer. From there they 
would proceed to the study hall to study Torah; from there to the 
eating and drinking in the sukka; from there to the afternoon 
prayer. From there they would proceed to the daily afternoon 
offering in the Temple. From this point forward, they proceeded 
to the Celebration of the Place of the Drawing of the Water. 


The Gemara wonders: Is that so? But didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say: 
One who took an oath that I will not sleep three days, one flogs 
him immediately for taking an oath in vain," and he may sleep im- 
mediately" because it is impossible to stay awake for three days 
uninterrupted. Rather, this is what Rabbi Yehoshua is saying: We 
did not experience the sense of actual sleep, because they would 
merely doze on each other’s shoulders. In any case, they were not 
actually awake for the entire week. 


§ The mishna continues: The musicians would stand on the fifteen 
stairs that descend from the Israelites’ courtyard to the Women’s 
Courtyard, corresponding to the fifteen Songs of the Ascents in 
Psalms. Rav Hisda said to one of the Sages who was organizing 
aggada before him: Did you hear with regard to these fifteen 
Songs of Ascents in Psalms, corresponding to what did David say 
them? He said to him that this is what Rabbi Yohanan said: At the 
time that David dug the drainpipes in the foundation of the Tem- 
ple, the waters of the depths rose and sought to inundate the 
world. Immediately, David recited the fifteen Songs of the Ascents 
and caused them to subside. Rav Hisda asked: If so, should they 
be called fifteen Songs of the Ascents? They should have been 
called Songs of the Descents. 
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Rav Hisda continued and said to him: Since you reminded 
me of this matter, this is what was originally stated: At the 
time that David dug the drainpipes, the waters of the depths 
rose and sought to inundate the world. David said: Is there 
anyone who knows whether it is permitted to write the 
sacred name 


on an earthenware shard? If it is permitted, we will write it 
and throw it into the depths, and they will subside. There 
was no one who said anything to him. David said: Anyone 
who knows what to say and does not say anything may he be 
strangled in his throat." Then Ahithophel raised an a fortiori 
argument on his own and said: And just as in order to make 
peace between a man and his wife in the case of sota, when 
the husband suspects his wife of having committed adultery, 
the Torah said: My Name that was written in sanctity will be 
erased on the water to establish peace for the whole world 
in its entirety, all the more so it is permitted. He said to David: 
It is permitted. 


He wrote the sacred name on an earthenware shard and cast 
it into the depths, and the waters in the depths subsided 
sixteen thousand cubits. When he saw that they subsided 
excessively, he said: The higher the waters in the aquifers, the 
moister and more fertile the soil of the world. He recited the 
fifteen Songs of the Ascents and elevated them fifteen thou- 
sand cubits, and established them at a depth of one thousand 
cubits. Ulla said: Learn from here that the thickness of the 
earth above the waters of the depths is one thousand cubits. 
The Gemara asks: But don’t we see that when we dig a little, 
significantly less than one thousand cubits, water emerges? 
Rav Mesharshiyya said: That is from the ascent of the Eu- 
phrates River, which flows at a higher altitude than do other 
rivers. The water flows up through underground passages to 
reach the river. That is why water emerges when one digs in the 
hills of Babylonia. 


§ The mishna continues: And two priests stood with two 
trumpets at the Upper Gate that descends from the Israelites’ 
courtyard to the Women’s Courtyard, and when those drawing 
the water reached the tenth stair they sounded the trumpets. 
Rabbi Yirmeya raised a dilemma: Does the phrase reached 
the tenth stair’ mean that he would descend five stairs and 
stand on the tenth from the bottom? Or perhaps it means 
that he would descend ten stairs and stand on the fifth from 
the bottom? The Gemara notes: The dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 


The mishna describes: When they reached the gate through 
which one exits to the east, they turned from facing east to 
facing west toward the Holy of Holies, and said: Our ancestors 
who were in this place during the First Temple period did not 
conduct themselves appropriately and stood “with their backs 
toward the Sanctuary of the Lord, and their faces toward the 
east; and they worshipped the sun toward the east” (Ezekiel 
8:16), and we, our eyes are to God. The Sages taught: By infer- 
ence, from the fact that it is stated: “And their faces toward 
the east,’ don’t I know that “their backs were toward the 
Sanctuary of the Lord”? The Sanctuary was to the west. 


NOTES 


Anyone who knows what to say and does not say anything 
may he be strangled in his throat — Wik iy) sony yI bs 
idia pan: There are some who explain that David said this as a 
punishment that fits the crime. Drowning is a form of strangu- 
lation. Therefore, one who causes the masses to drown should 
be strangled. The Gemara relates this incident to impart that 
Ahitophel hated David from the outset (see Arukh LaNer and 
others). In tractate Makkot it is derived from here that a curse 
uttered by one of the Sages, even if it was uttered conditionally, 
will take effect. Ultimately, Ahitophel hanged himself. 


Tenth stair - mywy mbyn:The early and later authorities sought 
to understand the significance of the tenth stair, in that the blasts 
were sounded specifically there. Some explain that in the fifth 
and the tenth of the Songs of Ascents there are allusions to this 
matter (Arukh LaNer). The Maharsha wrote that the name of 
God uttered during the water libation was the name yod heh, 
whose numerological value is ten and five respectively, totaling 
fifteen. The stairs, the songs, and the blasts all correspond to 
hat number. 


By inference, from the fact that it is stated: And their faces 
toward the east — ma tP O75) VRI prowian: It is explained in 
he Jerusalem Talmud that the verse: “Two evils has My people 
committed” (Jeremiah 2:13) refers to their bowing both to God 
and to idolatry. It also explains the unique term in the verse cited 
here: Mishtahavitem (Ezekiel 8:16) in a similar manner. 
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HALAKHA 

One who says: Listen, listen — yaw yaw wait: It is prohibited 
to recite Shema twice, whether one is repeating the word she- 
ma itself or whether he is repeating the entire first verse. If he 
must repeat the verse because he did not have the requisite 
intent when he recited it the first time, he should not repeat 
it immediately, but should pause a bit before repeating it (see 
Magen Avraham, Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 61:9). 


Trumpet blasts in the Temple - waa niy’: Each weekday, 
twenty-one trumpet blasts were sounded in the Temple: Three 
for the opening of the gates in the morning, nine for the daily 
morning offering, and nine for the daily afternoon offering. On 
a day on which additional offerings were sacrificed, nine addi- 
tional blasts were sounded in honor of the additional offering. 
Even if multiple additional offerings were offered marking 
different occasions, e.g. when Shabbat and the New Moon 
coincided, they sufficed with the same nine blasts as per the 
mishna, and contrary to the opinion cited later in the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:5). 


Trumpet blasts on Shabbat and Festivals - nawa niypa 
Dwi: On Friday six additional blasts were sounded: Three 
to stop the people from their labor, and three to demarcate 
between the sacred and the profane. On the festival of Sukkot, 
three additional blasts were sounded for the opening of the 
lower gate, three for the opening of the upper gate, three for 
the filling of the water, and three more when pouring the 
water libation on the altar (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 7:6). 
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Rather, to what purpose does the verse state: “Their backs 
toward the Sanctuary of the Lord”? It is an allusion to the 
fact that in addition to turning their backs on the Sanctuary 
of the Lord, they performed an additional evil. It teaches that 
they would expose themselves and defecate downward, a 
euphemism for the direction of the Divine Presence. 


The mishna continues: In the Second Temple period they would 
say: We are to God, and to God are our eyes. The Gemara asks: 
Is that so? May one pray in that manner? Didn’t Rabbi Zeira 
say: One who repeats himself while reciting Shema and says: 
Listen, listen," is like one who says: We give thanks, we give 
thanks, and he is silenced, as it appears that he is worshipping 
two authorities. How then did they recite God’s name twice, 
consecutively? Rather, this is what they said: They bow to- 
ward the east," while we give thanks to God, and our eyes turn 
in hope to God, so that they would not recite God’s name 
consecutively. 


MI S H N A One sounds no fewer than twenty-one 


trumpet blasts in the Temple," and one 
sounds no more than forty-eight. The mishna elaborates: Each 
day there were twenty-one trumpet blasts in the Temple: 
Three blasts were sounded for the opening of the gates in the 
morning, nine for the daily morning offering, and nine for 
the daily afternoon offering," totaling twenty-one. And on a 
day when the additional offerings were sacrificed, e.g., the New 
Moon, with the additional offerings they would add nine 
additional blasts. 


And on Shabbat eve they would add six blasts sounded adja- 
cent to the onset of Shabbat:" Three to stop the people from 
their labor, as the blasts inform the people that Shabbat is ap- 
proaching and they stop working, and three at the onset of 
Shabbat to demarcate between sacred and profane. 


On Shabbat eve during the festival of Sukkot, there were forty- 
eight blasts." How so? Three in the morning for the opening 

of the gates; three for the upper gate; and three for the lower 

gate; and three for the filling of the vessel with water, as de- 
scribed in the sequence of the ritual of drawing the water for the 

water libation (48b); and three when pouring the water libation 

upon the altar; nine for the daily morning offering; and nine 

for the daily afternoon offering; and nine for the additional 

offerings; three to stop the people from work; and three more 

to demarcate between sacred and profane, totaling forty-eight 

blasts. 


NOTES 


They bow toward the east - 7/27? DINAWw man: The ques- 
tion was raised: Why did they denigrate their deceased an- 
cestors? Yad Neeman dealt with this issue at length, citing 
both early and later authorities who explained that there is 
no prohibition against denigrating the dead unless they were 
Torah scholars. The Meiri explained that they mentioned their 
ancestors only to stir the Jewish people to worship God by 
reminding them that it was the idolatry of their ancestors that 
caused the destruction of the First Temple, and that therefore 
they must intensify their worship of God. 


Nine for the daily offering - pany ywn: It is explained in 
tractate Tamid that the song sung by the Levites during the 


sacrifice of the daily offering was divided into three sections, 
and they would sound the blasts during the breaks between 
the sections. 


Six blasts on Shabbat eve - 1Y 

Shabbat it is explained that there were cee intervals 
between each of the first three blasts. The first indicated to the 
farmers in the field that it was time to cease their labor. The 
second indicated to the people in the city to cease their labor. 
The third indicated that the time had arrived to insulate the 
hot water and to kindle the Shabbat lights. They would wait a 
short period thereafter and sound three consecutive blasts to 
inform the people that Shabbat had begun. 
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GEMA The Gemara notes: The mishna is not in 

accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: The one 
who seeks to minimize the number of blasts shall not minimize 
their number to fewer than seven blasts. And one who seeks to add 
to the number of blasts shall not add beyond sixteen. The Gemara 
asks: With regard to what do they disagree? The Gemara explains 
that Rabbi Yehuda holds: A series of blasts consisting of tekia, terua, 
tekia is counted as one blast. And the Rabbis hold: A tekia is count- 
ed separately and a terua is counted separately. They agree with 
regard to the sequence and the number of the blasts, and disagree 
only with regard to how the blasts are tallied. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda? It is as the verse states: “And you shall sound [utkatem] 
a terua” (Numbers 10:5), and it is written: “A terua they will sound 
[yitke’u]” (Numbers 10:6). Howis it that the Torah uses a verb from 
the root of tekia to describe the sounding of a terua? Apparently, a 
tekia and a terua together compose one blast. And how do the 
Rabbis interpret these verses? This comes to teach that each terua 
blast is accompanied by a plain unembellished blast, a tekia, preced- 
ing it and following it. The Gemara asks: And from where does 
Rabbi Yehuda derive that each terua must be accompanied by a tekia 
preceding it and following it? The Gemara explains: He derives it 
from the verse when it says: “And you shall sound [utkatem] a terua 
a second time” (Numbers 10:6), indicating an additional tekia. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the rationale for the opinion of the 
Rabbis? It is as it is written: “And when congregating the people 
you shall sound a tekia and shall not sound a terua” (Numbers 
10:7). And if it enters your mind that a tekia and a terua are consid- 
ered one blast, would the Merciful One say to perform half a 
mitzva and not to perform the other half of the mitzva? Appar- 
ently, each is a separate mitzva. The Gemara asks: And how does 
Rabbi Yehuda interpret the verse? The Gemara answers: That single 
tekia mentioned in the context of congregating the people came 
merely as a signal to the camps and was not for the purpose of fulfill- 
ing the mitzva, which, in Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion, always comes in 
groups of three. 


And how do the Rabbis counter that assertion? They say: Indeed, it 
is a signal to assemble the people; however, the Merciful One 
rendered it a mitzva. Therefore, one can derive that a single tekia 
blast is a distinct mitzva. The Gemara asks: In accordance with 
whose opinion is this statement of Rav Kahana: There is no pause 
between a tekia and a terua at all" and they are sounded in one 
continuous blast? In accordance with whose opinion is it? It is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. The Gemara asks: 
If Rav Kahana’s statement is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda; that is obvious. Why was it necessary for the Gemara to 
raise the matter at all? 


The Gemara answers: It is not obvious that Rav Kahana’s statement 
was stated in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Lest 
you say that Rav Kahana’s statement is even in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis, and that he is coming to exclude the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan who said: If one heard nine blasts in nine dif- 
ferent hours on the day of Rosh HaShana, despite the considerable 
gap between them, he fulfilled his obligation. Therefore, the 
Gemara teaches us that Rav Kahana holds in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda alone and he does not allow even a brief 
pause between the sounds of the shofar. 


NOTES 


There is no pause between a tekia and a terua at 
all — ov shy ayrind nwpn pa px: There are some 
authorities (Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat; Ramban) who sought 
to prove from here that one may not pause between the 
various shofar blasts of Rosh HaShana, even to catch 
one's breath; rather, the tekia, terua, tekia must all be 
sounded in one breath. In practice, there are many cus- 
toms both with regard to whether it is permitted to 
pause when sounding the shofar and, if so, with regard 
to where one may pause. However, most authorities 
hold that when the Gemara says: There is no pause at 
all, it does not mean that no pause is allowed, only that 
the pauses should not be extended and conspicuous 
(see Meiri). 
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The Gemara asks: And say it is indeed so that Rav Kahana holds 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis and he merely 
comes to exclude the view of Rabbi Yohanan. The Gemara an- 
swers: If so, what is the meaning of the phrase: At all, in Rav 
Kahana’s statement: There is no pause between a tekia and a terua 
at all? This indicates that Rav Kahana does not allow even a slight 
pause between blasts, and that could be only in accordance with 
Rabbi Yehuda. 


§ The mishna enumerates the number of blasts sounded on 
Shabbat eve during the festival of Sukkot. Among those blasts 
were three sounded when pouring the water libation upon the 
altar. The Gemara infers: However, the mishna is not teaching 
that the trumpet blasts were sounded when the person carrying 
the water reached the tenth stair. According to whose opinion 
is the mishna? It is according to the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya’akov, as it is taught in a baraita: Three blasts were sound- 
ed when arriving at the tenth stair. Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov 
says: Three blasts were sounded when pouring the water libation 
upon the altar." 


The Gemara explains: The one who says that the trumpets were 
sounded upon arriving at the tenth stair does not say that they 
sounded the trumpets when pouring the water libation upon the 
altar; and the one who says that they sounded the trumpets 
when pouring the water libation upon the altar does not say that 
the trumpets were sounded upon arriving at the tenth stair. 


The Gemara asks: What is the rationale for the opinion of Rabbi 

Eliezer ben Ya’akov? The Gemara answers: Since he sounded 

the trumpet for the opening of the gates, for what do I need to 

sound it again when arriving at the tenth stair? That is nota gate. 
Therefore, it is preferable to sound the trumpets when pouring 
the water libation upon the altar. And the Rabbis hold that 
since he sounded the trumpets for the filling of the vessel with 

the water, why do I need an additional trumpet blast when pour- 
ing the water libation upon the altar? Therefore, it is preferable 

to sound the trumpets when arriving at the tenth stair. 


§ When Rabbi Aha bar Hanina came from the south of Eretz 
Yisrael, from Judea, he brought a baraita with him that he re- 
ceived from the Sages there. It is written: “And the children of 
Aaron, the priests, will sound the trumpets” (Numbers 10:8). 
There is no need for the verse to state: “Shall sound,’ as it is 
already stated: “And you shall sound the trumpets for your 
burnt-offerings and your peace-offerings” (Numbers 10:10). 
And what then is the meaning when the verse states: “Shall 
sound”? It appears to be teaching a new halakha; it is all accord- 
ing to the additional offerings that one sounds trumpet blasts. 
The Gemara notes: Rabbi Aha bar Hanina teaches the baraita, 
and he said its explanation:" The verse comes to say that one 
sounds trumpet blasts for each and every additional offering 
in and of itself. 


NOTES 


Three upon the altar — nayan +34 by wow: Some maintain 
that these blasts accompanied the bringing of the water to 
the altar, while others say that they accompanied the standing 
of the willow branch upright alongside the altar (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan; Ritva). See Rashi, who addresses this problem and 
maintains that both were performed simultaneously. Some 
note that this is the understanding of the Rambam as well. 
Some explain the reason for sounding the blasts to accompany 
the standing of the willow branch upright based on the Jeru- 
salem Talmud: The blasts during the Festival were designed to 
publicize mitzvot not explicitly mentioned in the Torah, e.g., 


the water libation. The same holds true for standing the willow 
branch upright (see Emek Sukkot). 


He teaches the baraita, and he said its explanation - x17 
ay WK NIT ab ’am: During the amoraic period, and perhaps 
even earlier, there were two defined positions in the study hall; 
the tanna, who was expert in mishnayot and baraitot and who 
would cite ancient traditions, and the amora, who would ex- 
plain and define the content of those traditions and compare 
and contrast them to other known traditions. However, there 
were also occasions such the one here, when the same Sage 
who cited the tradition also offered the explanation. 
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The Gemara asks: We learned in the mishna: On Shabbat eve 
during the festival of Sukkot there were forty-eight blasts, and 
that was the highest number of blasts sounded on any day in the 
Temple. And if it is so, Rabbi Aha bar Hanina says: Let the 
mishna teach the case of Shabbat during the Festival, when 
you find that there are fifty-one blasts, including additional 
blasts for the additional offerings of Shabbat. Rabbi Zeira said: 
Although based on the baraita taught by Rabbi Aha bar Hanina 
there would indeed be additional blasts for the additional offer- 
ings of Shabbat, they would total forty-eight blasts, because one 
does not sound the three blasts for the opening of the gates 
on Shabbat; those blasts were merely a signal. 


Rava said: Who is this who is not concerned about the flour" 
that his mill is producing, i.e., who is making unconsidered 
statements? First, the mishna contradicts the explanation of 
Rabbi Zeira, as, with regard to the order of the blasts, including 
those for the opening of the gates, we learned that this was the 
practice each day, including Shabbat. And furthermore, even 
if they are equal to each other, i.e., the same number of blasts 
were sounded on Shabbat during the Festival and on Friday 
during the Festival, let the mishna teach: On Shabbat during 
the Festival there are forty-eight blasts. You would learn two 
matters from that case: You would learn from it that the mish- 
na is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya’akov that the trumpets are not sounded at the tenth step but 
when pouring the water libation upon the altar. And you would 
learn from it that halakha of Rabbi Aha bar Hanina, that the 
trumpet is sounded for each and every additional offering. 


Rather, Rava said: The reason that the number of offerings on 
Shabbat during the Festival does not exceed forty-eight is be- 
cause one does not sound the trumpet for filling the vessels 
with water on Shabbat," as the mishna stated that they did not 
draw water from the Siloam pool on Shabbat. Therefore, the 
blasts sounded on Shabbat during the Festival were consider- 
ably fewer than those sounded on Friday. The Gemara asks: 
And let the mishna also teach the case of Rosh HaShana that 
occurs on Shabbat, as in that case there are three additional 
offerings: The additional offering of Rosh HaShana, the ad- 
ditional offering of the New Moon, and the additional offer- 
ing of Shabbat. The total would be forty-eight blasts. The fact 
that the mishna did not cite this case indicates that it is contrary 
to the opinion of Rabbi Aha bar Hanina. 


The Gemara rejects that conclusion. The reason that the mishna 
did not cite the case of Rosh HaShana is that the tanna held that 
the case of Shabbat eve during the Festival is necessary in 
order to teach that the halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov that one does not sound the 
trumpet at the tenth stair. The Gemara asks: Is anyone saying: 
Let the tanna teach this case and let him not teach that case? 
Let him teach this case and let him teach that case, as there is 
a novel element in each. The Gemara answers: The tanna did 
not list all the possible cases; he taught one case and omitted 
others. The Gemara asks: What other case did he omit, that he 
omitted this case" of Rosh HaShana as well? While the tanna 
does not typically list all relevant cases, if there are only two that 
are relevant, he typically cites them in the mishna. 


The Gemara answers: He omitted the case of Passover eve. The 
Paschal lamb was sacrificed in three shifts. When the Paschal 
lamb was sacrificed they would recite hallel, and the recitation 
of hallel was accompanied by three blasts. Due to the great num- 
ber of Paschal lambs sacrificed, they would often recite hallel 
three times during each shift. Consequently, there could be as 
many as twenty-seven additional blasts sounded on that day. 
Added to the twenty-one blasts sounded each day, the total is 
forty-eight blasts. 


NOTES 
Who is this who is not concerned about the flour — xt XIa 
xno wm: This expression can be explained in various ways. 
Some explain that it is referring to food that one eats; what he 
eats is wasted on him, as he does not study the Torah properly 
(Arukh). There is a variant reading in which the letter hetis omitted 
and rather than one who is unaware of the flour [/ekimha], it is 
one who is unaware of that which is before him [/ekammei]. He 
does not pay attention and perceive even matters that are directly 
before him (geonim). 


What other case did he omit that he omitted this case - »x12 
YW NTT PW: The general assumption is that a tanna who com- 
piles a list will make it comprehensive. But that is not always the 
case. On occasion the Gemara asks: Will the tanna continue count- 
ing like a peddler? In order to establish a principle, it is sufficient to 
cite several examples and there is no need to cite an exhaustive 
ist. However, in any case where the list is not comprehensive 
if only one item is omitted from the list, the conclusion is that 
he item was excluded because it does not belong on the list. 
However, if two or more items were omitted, this indicates that 
he omissions were stylistic and not substantive. That is why the 
Gemara must prove that the omission was merely stylistic and 
not an indication that the omitted case does not meet the criteria 
or the principle being established. In order to demonstrate this, 
we must find at least one additional case that was omitted for a 
similar reason. 


HALAKHA §=—-W_ 
Filling vessels with water on Shabbat - nawa ov nbn: There 
were no blasts sounded on Shabbat to accompany the filling 


of vessels with water, as they did not draw water on Shabbat 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:6). 
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NOTES 


Passover eve - MDS Iw: Some say that the halakha is that 
he trumpets accompany the first shift alone and not all 
hree shifts, and so in reality there are not many additional 
blasts sounded on this day (Ritva; Meiri). 


Postponement of Rosh HaShana — 72W we ment: Ac- 
cording to the calendar in use today, which is no longer 
based on eyewitness testimony, Rosh HaShana and the first 
day of Sukkot can never occur on Sunday, Wednesday, or 
Friday. The reason that it does not occur on Wednesday or 
Friday is to ensure that Yom Kippur does not occur on Sun- 
day or Friday, which would result in having two consecutive 
days when there is a severe prohibition against performing 
abor. Based on several sources, apparently, even when the 
months were established by eyewitness testimony, there 
were efforts to prevent Yom Kippur from occurring on Friday 
or Sunday. 

Nevertheless, even according to those who disagree with 
Aherim, on rare occasions Yom Kippur did occur on one of 
these two days. This is because Rosh HaShana cannot be 
postponed or advanced indefinitely, as a month must have 
either twenty-nine or thirty days. In our calendar, there are 
years when due to two accumulated postponements, a dis- 
crepancy of two days could arise between the appearance 
of the moon and Rosh HaShana. 

The Rambam adds that these postponements serve an 
additional purpose. After intercalating the year by adding a 
month seven times every nineteen years to synchronize the 
solar year and the lunar year, a minor discrepancy remains. 
These postponements resolve that discrepancy. 
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The Gemara rejects this answer. Ifit is due to the case of Passover 
eve," that is not an omission, as who is the tanna of this mishna? 
It is Rabbi Yehuda, who said: Although there were three shifts 
in the sacrifice of the Paschal lamb, never in the all the days of 
the third shift did it reach the point in hallel to recite: “I love 
that the Lord hears my voice” (Psalms 116:1), which is the second 
paragraph of hallel, because the people participating in the third 
shift were few. Therefore, when they reached that section of hallel 
they had already completed the slaughter of all the offerings, and 
consequently only one set of blasts was sounded during this shift, 
for a total of forty-two. 


The Gemara wonders: But didn’t we establish that the mishna is 
not in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? The 
Gemara answers: And perhaps this tanna of the mishna holds 
in accordance with his opinion in one case, with regard to the 
third shift on Passover eve, and disagrees with him in one case, 
with regard to tallying the number of blasts. 


But the question remains: What other case did he omit, that he 

omitted this case of Rosh HaShana as well? The Gemara answers: 

He omitted the case of Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat eve, 
in which case you eliminate six blasts of the third shift and in- 
corporate six blasts sounded each Friday. The total is forty-eight 

blasts. 


Q The mishna continues: And one sounds no more than forty- 
eight trumpet blasts on any given day. The Gemara wonders: And 
are there no more than forty-eight on any day? But isn’t there 
Passover eve that occurs on Shabbat, where if it is according to 
Rabbi Yehuda, there would be fifty-one blasts, i.e., twenty-one 
daily blasts, nine for the additional offering of Shabbat, nine for 
the hallel of each of the first two shifts sacrificing the Paschal lamb, 
and three for the third shift; and if it is according to the Rabbis, 
who hold that nine blasts were sounded for the third shift as well, 
there would be fifty-seven blasts? According to both opinions, 
there are more than forty-eight. 


The Gemara answers: When the tanna teaches the mishna, he is 
teaching matters that occur every year; the case of Passover eve 
that occurs on Shabbat, which is a matter that does not occur 
each and every year, he does not teach. The Gemara asks: Is that 
to say that Shabbat eve during the Festival occurs every year? 
There are times when you do not find a Friday during the inter- 
mediate days of Sukkot. And what are the circumstances? It is a 
case where the first Festival day occurs on Shabbat eve, and 
therefore the following Friday is the Eighth Day of Assembly. 


The Gemara answers: That cannot be, as when the first Festival 

day of Sukkot would happen to occur on Shabbat eve, we post- 
pone it by adding a day to the month of Elul and observing both 

Rosh HaShana and the first day of Sukkot on Shabbat." What is 

the reason for doing so? The reason is: Since if the first Festival 

day occurs on Shabbat eve, when is Yom Kippur that year? It is 

on Sunday. Therefore, in order to avoid two consecutive days, 
Shabbat and Yom Kippur, when there is a severe prohibition 

against performing labor, we postpone Rosh HaShana. The first 
Festival day never coincides with Friday. 


The Gemara asks: And do we postpone it to prevent Yom Kippur 
from occurring on Sunday? But didn’t we learn in a mishna: 
The fats of the offerings slaughtered and sacrificed on Shabbat 
that were not yet burned on the altar may be sacrificed on Yom 
Kippur that begins at the conclusion of Shabbat? 
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And Rabbi Zeira said: When we were studying in the school of 
Ravin Babylonia, they said with regard to that which was taught 
in the baraita: On Yom Kippur that occurs on Shabbat eve they 
did not sound the trumpets to stop the people from their labor 
and signify the onset of Shabbat, and if it occurred at the conclu- 
sion of Shabbat they would not recite havdala after Shabbat, that 
it is undisputed, as everyone agrees to that halakha. However, 
when I ascended to there, to Eretz Yisrael, I found Rabbi Yehuda, 
son of Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, who was sitting and saying that 
this is the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, and the other Sages disagree. 
From both of these sources, it is apparent that Yom Kippur can 
occur both before and after Shabbat." The question remains: Why 
did the tanna cite a case that does not occur every year? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This, the mishna, from 
which it is understood that there will always be a Friday during 
the Festival, is in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who 
maintain that Rosh HaShana is postponed to ensure that Yom 
Kippur will not occur adjacent to Shabbat. However, this mishna, 
which teaches that the fats of Shabbat may be sacrificed at the 
conclusion of Shabbat on Yom Kippur, and Rosh HaShana is not 
postponed, is in accordance with the opinion of Aherim," who 
maintain that there are a fixed number of days in a year and a fixed 
number of days in a month. 


As it is taught in a baraita: Aherim say: Between the festival of 
Shavuot one year and the festival of Shavuot the following year, 
and similarly, between Rosh HaShana one year and Rosh Ha- 
Shana the following year, there is a difference of only four days 
of the week. And if it was a leap year there is a difference of five 
days between them. The 354 days in the year are divided among 
twelve months; six months are thirty days long and six months 
are twenty-nine days long. Since according to Aherim the number 
of days is constant, Rosh HaShana could occur on any day of the 
week. 


Q The Gemara returns to analyze the opinion of Rabbi Aha bar 
Hanina, who holds that the trumpet was sounded for each addi- 
tional offering sacrificed on a given day. The Gemara raises an 
objection: In the case of the New Moon that occurs on Shabbat, 
the song of the New Moon supersedes the song of Shabbat." 
And if it is so, as Rabbi Aha asserts, let us recite the song of 
Shabbat and let us recite the song of the New Moon. Since only 
one song is recited, apparently only one set of blasts is sounded. 


Rav Safra said: What is the meaning of supersedes? Supersedes 
means to precede, and the song for the New Moon would precede 
the song of Shabbat. The Gemara asks: And why does the song of 
the New Moon precede that of Shabbat? Doesn't the principle: 
When a frequent practice and an infrequent practice clash, the 
frequent practice takes precedence" over the infrequent practice, 
dictate that the song of Shabbat should be recited first? 


NOTES 


The opinion of Aherim - wany nw: There is certain flex- 
ibility in halakha with regard to the determination of full, 
i.e. thirty-day months, and deficient, i.e., twenty-nine-day 
months, although the attempt is made to avoid more than 
eight full or eight deficient months per year. However, ac- 
cording to Aherim, the number of days in each given month 
remains constant, alternating between thirty and twenty- 
nine-day months. Therefore, the day of the week on which 
a Festival occurs changes at a fixed rate from one year to 
the next. 

Tosafot raise a problem with the opinion of Aherim. Since 
the lunar month is not precisely 29% days but is 793 parts 
[halakim] of an hour, i.e., approximately two-thirds of an 


hour, longer, a discrepancy accumulates over the course of 
time, gradually creating a distance between the date and the 
appearance of the moon. Therefore, Aherim have no alterna- 
tive but to occasionally add a day to a month to prevent the 
discrepancy from growing. 


When a frequent practice and an infrequent practice clash, 
the frequent practice takes precedence — PIA iyxwi VIA 
DTP vin: There are set principles for determining prece- 
dence with regard to offerings and blessings, although there 
are exceptions to those principles. In general, there are two 
principles: Frequent takes precedence over less frequent, and 
sacred over less sacred. 


HALAKHA 


Shabbat trumpet blasts and Yom Kippur - Din naw niyypn 
mnan: When Yom Kippur occurred on Friday, the standard 
Friday trumpet blasts were not sounded in the Temple. When 
it occurred at the conclusion of Shabbat, they would neither 
sound any trumpet blasts nor recite havdala. This was pos- 
sible during the Temple era, when the months were set based 
upon eyewitness testimony. In the fixed calendar in use since 
the fourth century CE, Yom Kippur cannot occur on Friday or 
Sunday (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 5:21). 


The song of the New Moon supersedes the song of Shabbat - 
naw Sw vw ania with wx dw yw: On the New Moon that 
coincides with Shabbat, the song for the New Moon takes 
precedence in order to publicize that it is the New Moon that 
day This is in accordance with the baraita and contrary to the 
answer provided by Rav Safra, which was based upon the 
rejected view of Rabbi Aha bar Hanina (Rambam, Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:10 and Kesef Mishne there). 
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NOTES 

To inform the people that the New Moon was estab- 
lished — WIN wx papinw yp: This notice was especially 
crucial then, when the new month was established based 
upon eyewitness testimony. If the New Moon was estab- 
lished on the thirty-first day, when the moon was clearly 
visible to all, no additional publicity was necessary. However, 
when the court established the New Moon on the thirtieth 
day, it was necessary to publicize that the new month was 
already set (see Arukh LaNer). 
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Witnesses testifying to the New Moon 
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HALAKHA 


Trumpet blasts and additional offerings - Paowa niypn: 

In the Temple, nine trumpet blasts were sounded for the 
additional offerings. Even if several additional offerings were 
sacrificed on a given day, no additional blasts were sounded, 
in accordance with the baraita (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Kelei HaMikdash 7:5). 
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Rabbi Yohanan said, the New Moon takes precedence here, con- 
trary to the general principle, in order to inform the people that the 
New Moon was established" at its proper time by the court. The 
Gemara asks: And is that the indicator that we implement to in- 
dicate that the month was established at its proper time? Don’t we 
implement a different indicator, as it is taught in a mishna: In 
order to avoid confusion between the fats of earlier offerings and 
the fats of later offerings, prior to be being placed on the altar the 
fats of the daily morning offering were placed from the midpoint 
of the ramp and below on the east side of the ramp, and those 
of the additional offerings were placed from the midpoint of 
the ramp and below on the west side of the ramp. And the fats of 
the offerings of the New Moon offering were placed under the 
surrounding ledge of the altar and slightly beneath it." 


HALAKHA 


Place for the placement of limbs and portions of sacrifice 
to be burned on the altar — WYN) ODN NIT Dip: After 


removing the portions to be burned on the altar from the offer- 


ings, each priest to whom a limb from the offering was assigned 


would take it up the ramp. The fats and limbs of the daily offer- 


ing were placed from the midpoint of the ramp and below on 
the east side, and the fats and limbs of the additional offerings 


were placed from the midpoint of the ramp and below on the 
west side. However, when the New Moon was determined at 
its proper time, the fats and limbs of the additional offering for 
the New Moon were placed up on the altar proper in order to 
publicize that the month had been properly set (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 6:3, based on a variant reading 
of the Gemara). 
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And Rabbi Yohanan said: Why was it placed in this manner? It was 
as an indicator for the people to know that the New Moon was 
established at its proper time, after the twenty-ninth day of the 
previous month. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as they 
implemented two indicators: One who saw this one, i.e., the se- 
quence of the songs, saw it; and one who saw that one, i.e., where 
the fats were placed, saw it, and there is no contradiction. 


The Gemara raises another objection to the opinion of Rabbi Aha, 
as Rava bar Shmuel taught this baraita: I might have thought that 
just as when Shabbat and the New Moon do not coincide they 
sound the trumpets for the additional Shabbat offering in and of 
itself, and for the additional New Moon offering in and of itself, 
so too would they sound the trumpets for each and every addi- 
tional offering when the days coincide. Therefore, the verse states: 


“And on the day of your rejoicing, and at your appointed times, and 


on your New Moons, and you shall sound the trumpets for your 
burnt-offerings and your peace-offerings, and they will be a memo- 
rial for you before your God. I am the Lord your God” (Numbers 
10:10), indicating that one blast is sounded for all." The Gemara 
suggests: This is a conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rabbi 
Aha. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a conclusive refutation. 


Since the baraita was cited, the Gemara asks: What is the deriva- 
tion cited in this baraita? How does the phrase: And on your New 
Moons, prove that the trumpets are sounded once for all the addi- 
tional offerings? Abaye said: The verse states: “And on your New 
Moons,’ in plural, indicating that all the months are equated to 
each other, and just as on a typical New Moon the trumpets are 
sounded once for the additional offering, so too when Shabbat and 
the New Moon coincide the trumpets are sounded once and no 
more. Rav Ashi said that in this verse it is written: Your moon 
[hodshekhem], without a yod, in the singular, and in the same verse 
it is written: “And on your new [uverashei],” in the plural. And 
which is the month that has two new beginnings? You must say it 
is Rosh HaShana, which is the beginning of both the new year and 
the new month. And yet the Merciful One says: Your moon, in the 
singular, indicating it is one and the trumpets are sounded once. 
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And furthermore, contrary to the statement of Rabbi Aha, it was 
taught in a baraita: On the intermediate days of the Festival," 
on the first day, what would they say" as the song accompanying 
the offering on that day? “Ascribe [havu] unto the Lord, O you 
sons of might” (Psalms 29:1). On the second day, what would 
they say? The psalm that contains the verse: “But unto the wick- 
ed [velarasha] God says: What have you to do to declare My 
statutes?” (Psalms 50:16). On the third day, what would they say? 
The psalm containing the verse: “Who [mi] will rise up for me 
against the evildoers?” (Psalms 94:16). 


On the fourth day, what would they say? “Consider [binu], you 
brutish among the people” (Psalms 94:8). On the fifth day, what 
would they say? “I removed [hasiroti] his shoulder from the 
burden” (Psalms 81:7). On the sixth day, what would they say? 
“All the foundations of the earth are moved [yimotu]” (Psalms 
82:5). And if Shabbat occurred on any of the intermediate days 
of the Festival, since Shabbat has its own song (Psalms 92), the 
last of the songs of the intermediate days, i.e., “All the foundations 
of the earth are moved,” is superseded, and all the other songs 
are recited in their proper sequence. 


Rav Safra established a mnemonic for the sequence of the psalms 
recited during the intermediate days of the Festival: Heh, vav, 
mem, beit, heh, yod, the first letters of the transliterated word in 
the verses cited. Rav Pappa established a different mnemonic for 
a different sequence of the Psalms: Heh, vav, mem, heh, beit, yod, 
as in his opinion, the psalm containing: “I removed” is recited 
before the psalm containing: “Consider” The Gemara notes: A 
mnemonic to identify which amora established which mnemon- 
ic is the expression: Convoy [ambuha]' of scribes [desafrei], as 
the spelling of ambuha is like the mnemonic of Rav Safra. 


The Gemara concludes: This baraita is a conclusive refutation of 
the opinion of Rabbi Aha bar Hanina, as on Shabbat the song 
for Shabbat was recited alone without the song for the Festival, 
and similarly, separate trumpet blasts are not sounded for the 
various additional offerings. Rabbi Aha’s opinion was rejected 
based on several sources. The Gemara asks: But didn’t Rabbi Aha 
say averse and a baraita in support ofhis opinion? How can those 
citations be rejected? 


Ravina said: The verse and the baraita that he cited do not teach 
that trumpet blasts were sounded for each additional offering. 
Rather, they come to say that one extends the duration of the 
blasts to honor the added additional offerings, but does not sound 
even one additional blast. The Sages of Caesarea, in the name of 
Rabbi Aha, said: The verse and the baraita cited by Rabbi Aha 
come to say that one increases the number of trumpeters to 
honor the added additional offerings, but not the number of blasts 
sounded. 


NOTES 


On the intermediate days of the Festival - “yin bw tana: 
The psalms sung on the first and eighth days of the Festival are 
not listed here. In tractate Soferim, it is stated that on the first 
Festival day they would recite Psalm 76: “In Salem also is set His 
sukka,” and on the eighth day Psalm 12: “For the Leader; on the 
Eighth” (see Arukh LaNer). 


On the first day what would they say — DYNN 971 ma plwecta: 
There is a dispute among the early commentaries. Rashi says 
hat each day they would sing the entire psalm designated, 
and on the third and fourth days, both of whose songs were 
contained in Psalms 94, they divided the psalm into two. The 
Ritva says that each day they began singing from the spe- 
cific verse cited in the Gemara and continued to the end of 
he psalm. 


The sequence of the psalms — ayaa 179: The choice of 
hese particular psalms for the intermediate days has been 
explained in several ways. The Meiri explains that the first day's 


psalm was chosen because it contains the verse: “The voice of 
the Lord is upon the waters” (Psalms 29:3), alluding to the water 
libation. The second day’s psalm contains the verse: “And pay 
your vows unto the Most High” (Psalms 50:14), and Sukkot is a 
period when many vow and gift offerings are brought to be 
sacrificed. On the third and fourth days they sang Psalm 94, 
which mentions divine vengeance against the wickedness of 
the nations, because in the Second Temple era they were subju- 
gated to the nations, and Sukkot is a period when the nations are 
judged. On the fifth day they sang Psalm 81, both for its mention 
of the redemption of Joseph from prison and for its words of 
blessing for an abundant yield of produce, which is dependent 
on the supply of water, for which the world is judged on Sukkot: 
“And He fed him with the fat of wheat.” On the sixth day they 
sang Psalm 82 for the verse: “God stands in the congregation 
of God" (Psalms 82:1), alluding to God as Judge, as it is the final 
day of Sukkot, during which the world is judged with regard to 
the water supply for the coming year. 


HALAKHA 

Song for the Festival of Sukkot - mixen ain bw vw: On 
each day of Sukkot a unique song accompanied the addi- 
tional offering. During the intermediate days of the Festival 

they would recite the psalms designated in the baraita 
in the sequence prescribed by Rav Safra. On the first of 
the intermediate days they would say: “Ascribe unto the 
Lord, O you sons of the might”; on the second day: “But 
unto the wicked God says: What have you to do to declare 
My statutes?”; on the third day: “Who will rise up for me 
against the evildoers?”; on the fourth day: “Consider, you 
brutish among the people”; on the fifth day: “I removed 
his shoulder from the burden”; and on the sixth day: “All 
the foundations of the earth are moved.’ When one of the 
intermediate days coincides with Shabbat, the psalm for 
Shabbat is recited and the psalm of the sixth day is omit- 
ted (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 10:11). 


LANGUAGE 


Convoy [ambuha] - xmas: Apparently from the Middle 
Persian anbuh, meaning crowd. 
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Apropos the psalms recited during the Festival, the Gemara asks: And 

we, outside Eretz Yisrael, who have two days" of Festival due to the 

uncertainty, as well as uncertainty with regard to each of the inter- 
mediate days, how do we conduct ourselves with regard to the men- 
tion of the additional offerings in the additional prayer of the Festival 
during the intermediate days, and with regard to Torah reading on 

those days? Abaye said: Mention of the second day will be super- 
seded. Since the first of the intermediate days outside Eretz Yisrael is 

the third day of the Festival in Eretz Yisrael, the additional offering for 
the third day alone is mentioned, and the offerings for the fourth day 
on the fourth day, etc. No mention is made of the second day outside 

Eretz Yisrael. 


Rava said: Mention of the seventh day will be superseded. On the 
first of the intermediate days outside Eretz Yisrael, the third day of the 
Festival, the passage beginning “And on the second day” (Numbers 
29:17) is mentioned in the additional Amida prayer and read in the 
Torah, and on each succeeding day the succeeding passage is men- 
tioned and read. There is no mention of the seventh day on the eighth 
day, as that is no longer Sukkot but rather the Eighth Day of Assembly. 
The Gemara notes: A baraita was taught in accordance with the 
opinion of Rava: And if Shabbat occurs on any of the intermediate 
days of the Festival, the song of the seventh day of Sukkot: “All the 
foundations of the earth are moved,” is superseded. 


The Gemara cites a third opinion: Ameimar instituted in his city 
of Neharde’a that during the intermediate days, one repeats the 
second of the additional offerings that he mentioned the day before 
and adds the additional offerings of the subsequent day. On the first 
of the intermediate days in the Diaspora, one mentions the addi- 
tional offerings of both the second and third days of Sukkot. On the 
second of the intermediate days, one repeats the verses of the third 
day of Sukkot and adds the verses of the fourth day. 


NOTES 


And we who have two days - 21 "A b Dx pater: This ques- 
tion echoes the previous discussion in the Gemara: How is one 
psalm or Torah portion designated for a day that, due to uncer- 
tainty, has potentially two different levels of sanctity? Outside 
of Eretz Yisrael, there is uncertainty whether the second day of 
the Festival is actually the first of the intermediate days. Indeed, 
later in the Gemara, proof is brought from the sequence of the 
psalms to the sequence of Torah readings. However, the com- 
parison between the two is not precise, as the conclusion of 


The Torah reading during the intermediate days of the festival 
of Sukkot — nise “yian bina mina yp: In Eretz Yisrael, the 
custom is for the first person called to the Torah to read the 
passage that mentions the additional offerings sacrificed on 
hat day. For example, on the first of the intermediate days, the 
first person called to the Torah reads: “And on the second day” 
Numbers 29:17). The next three people called to the Torah read 
he same passage. 

Outside Eretz Yisrael, where there is uncertainty with regard 
o when the Festival starts, the Torah reading consists of the 
passage from Numbers, chapter 29, read on the previous day in 
Eretz Yisrael, as well as the passage read in Eretz Yisrael on that 
day. According to the Beit Yosef, on the first of the intermediate 
days, i.e., the third day of the Festival, the first person called to 
he Torah reads “And on the second day”; the second reads “And 


HALAKHA 


the Gemara is that in the Temple only one psalm was sung each 
day, while it is possible to read two different passages in one 
Torah reading. 

Rashi explains that nevertheless it is inappropriate to men- 
tion intermediate days in the Torah readings on a Festival, as 
people may come to question the sanctity of the day. The Ritva, 
in contrast, says that it would have been appropriate to include 
readings for both days on the second day of the Festival, but he 
notes that this never became the custom. 


on the third day”; the third repeats “And on the third day”; and 
the fourth reads both “And on the second day” and “And on the 
third day.’ That is the procedure for the rest of the intermediate 
days of the Festival (Rif; Ran; Rosh). 

The Rema rules that on the first of the intermediate days, the 
first person called to the Torah reads: “And on the second day”; 
the second reads: “And on the third day”; the third reads: “And 
on the fourth day”; and the fourth reads: “And on the second 
day” and: “And on the third day.’ On the seventh day the first 
person called to the Torah reads: “And on the fifth day”; the 
second reads: “And on the sixth day”; the third reads: “And on 
the seventh day”; and the fourth reads: “And on the sixth day” 
and: “And on the seventh day” (the teachers of Rashi; Mahari Weil; 
and others). That is the Ashkenazic custom (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 663:1). 
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MI SHN A On the first Festival day of Sukkot there 


were thirteen bulls, two rams, and one 
goat there. The mishna proceeds to discuss the division of labor 
for the Festival offerings among the twenty-four priestly watches," 
all of which serve in the Temple on the pilgrimage Festivals. The 
sixteen offerings mentioned above were divided among sixteen 
priestly watches, one offering per watch. Fourteen sheep" re- 
mained to be divided among the eight remaining watches. On the 
first day" of the Festival, six of the eight remaining watches sacri- 
fice two sheep each for a total of twelve, and the remaining two 
watches sacrifice one sheep each. 


On the second day of the Festival, i.e., the first day of the interme- 
diate days, when twelve bulls were sacrificed, fifteen of the priestly 
watches sacrifice the bulls, rams, and goat, five of the remaining 
watches sacrifice two sheep each, and the remaining four watch- 
es sacrifice one sheep each. On the third day of the Festival, when 
eleven bulls were sacrificed, fourteen of the priestly watches sacri- 
fice the bulls, rams, and goat, four of the remaining watches sacri- 
fice two sheep each, and the remaining six watches sacrifice one 
sheep each. 


On the fourth day of the Festival, when ten bulls were sacrificed, 
thirteen of the priestly watches sacrifice the bulls, rams, and goat, 
three of the remaining watches sacrifice two sheep each, and the 
remaining eight watches sacrifice one sheep each. On the fifth day, 
when nine bulls were sacrificed, twelve watches sacrifice the bulls, 
rams, and goat, two of the twelve remaining watches sacrifice two 
sheep each, and the remaining ten watches sacrifice one sheep 
each. On the sixth day, when eight bulls were sacrificed, eleven 
watches sacrifice the bulls, rams, and goat, one of the remaining 
watches sacrifices two sheep, and the remaining twelve watches 
sacrifice one sheep each. 


On the seventh day they are all equal and bring one offering each. 
On the eighth day, when there was a completely different configu- 
ration of offerings, they returned to the standard lottery" system 
used to determine which of the priestly watches would sacrifice the 
offerings, as they did on the other pilgrimage Festivals, which do 
not have as many offerings as does Sukkot. They said about the 
ordering of the priestly watches: One who sacrificed bulls today“ 
will not sacrifice bulls tomorrow; rather, they will sacrifice 
one of the other types of offerings. They rotate, so that each of the 
watches will have the opportunity to sacrifice bulls as well as other 
animals. 


G E M ARA The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the 


mishna that says that on the eighth day 
they returned to the standard lottery of the other pilgrimage Fes- 
tivals is according to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and not according to 
the Rabbis. As it is taught in a baraita: To determine the priestly 
watch that would sacrifice the bull that comes as an additional 
offering on the Eighth Day of Assembly, they draw lots over it 
from the beginning; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. And the Rabbis say: One of the two watches that did 
not sacrifice three bulls during Sukkot sacrifices it. Only two of 
the twenty-four watches sacrifices two bulls over the course of 
Sukkot. Each of the other watches sacrifices three bulls. Since the 
mishna mentions that a lottery was held, apparently the mishna is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion: Even if you say that it is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, is that to say that the 
two remaining priestly watches are not required to draw lots to 
determine which will merit sacrificing the bull? 


NOTES 
The division of labor among the priestly watches - "175 
niyawa: The mishna itself does not specify the order in 
which the different watches served in the Temple on the 
festival of Sukkot, and this subject is debated among the 
early authorities. Rashi, Ramban, and others maintain that 
the watches served in the sequence delineated in the Bible 
(I Chronicles, chapter 24). The Ritva and others hold that they 
employed a lottery to determine which watch would sac- 
rifice first on the first Festival day, and the rotation through 
the rest of the watches would continue from there in the 
above-mentioned sequence. There is a tannaitic dispute in 
the Tosefta about this same issue. 


Goat and sheep - wwa vyw: Based on the order of the 
offerings, apparently the goat offering was more significant 
than the sheep offerings. At first glance this is difficult: Why 
would the offering of a year-old male goat be more signifi- 
cant than the offering of a year-old male sheep? Perhaps the 
goat was deemed to have greater sanctity because it was a 
sin-offering (Rashash). 


One who sacrificed bulls today — Di% 09 Dp "a: The 
Ritva and others note that this principle is not absolute, as 
members of the first watch returned and sacrificed a bull 
on the second day. It is only from the second day that this 
principle is absolute. 


HALAKHA 


The order of the additional offerings during the festival of 
Sukkot- niaan ana ODD WD: During the festival of Suk- 
kot, all watches shared equally in sacrificing the additional 

Festival offerings, and each had an opportunity to sacrifice 

the bulls, the rams, the goat, and the sheep, as explained 

in the mishna. The Rambam agrees with Rashi that each 

watch sacrifices in the order cited in the book of Chronicles, 
and there was no special lottery (see Arukh LaNer, Rambam 

Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 10:12). 


Lottery on the eighth day — awa D5: On the eighth 
day lots were drawn to determine which of the watches 
would be privileged to sacrifice the additional offerings of 
the Eighth Day of Assembly (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 10:13). 


BACKGROUND 
Lottery — D5: 


Temple lottery 
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NOTES 


explains that it is specifically on + Sukkot that es of- 
ferings are sacrificed on behalf of the nations, since on 
Sukkot the world is judged with regard to water, an issue 
relevant to the entire world. See Zechariah, chapter 14, 
which speaks of the future, in which all the nations of 
the world will make a pilgrimage to Jerusalem on Sukkot. 


Prepare me a small feast - mup anyo b my: In various 
commentaries, this parable is cited in a slightly different 
form. First the king invites all the honored dignitaries 
to a large feast, and, subsequently, he tells his beloved: 
Now, let us prepare a small feast just for the two of us 
(see Arukh LaNer). 


The altar atones for them — why 52/9 Nava: It has been 
noted that this refers earch to the Temple and the 
altar within it, as halakha permits the nations of the world 
to bring offerings to God anywhere, even nowadays. 
However, offerings brought outside the Temple do not 
atone for the sins of the nations in the manner that the 
Temple offerings mandated by the Torah do. 


Here is matza for you, here is leavened bread for 
you - yan shen myn shen: Tanna‘im disagree in the 
Tosefta whether the shewbread and the two loaves were 
distributed directly to the individual priests or whether 
they were distributed to the head of each watch, who 
would then distribute them to the members of his watch. 
In any case, the priest was required to say: Here is matza 
for you, here is leavened bread for you, to each individual 
priest; as they were not distributed simultaneously, the 
priest must know what he has received and what he has 
yet to receive. 


HALAKHA 
Offerings that come during the Festival - oxat nap 


bya: Offerings sacrificed during the Festival that are un- 
related to the Festival, e.g., the daily offerings, and per- 


sonal offerings such as vows, are sacrificed by the watch 
scheduled to perform the Temple service that week. That 
watch receives the portions and the hides of the animals 
(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:5). 
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The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that which 
is taught in a baraita: All of the priestly watches sacrifice a bull 
twice and three times, except for two watches that sacrifice a bull 
twice and do not sacrifice a bull three times? Let us say that it is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and not 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, as they hold that one 
of those watches sacrifices a third bull on the Eighth Day of Assem- 
bly. The Gemara rejects this suggestion: Even if you say that it is in 
accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis; what is the meaning 
of the phrase: They did not sacrifice a bull three times? It means 
that with regard to the bulls of the festival of Sukkot they did not 
sacrifice a bull three times. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to the bulls sacrificed on Sukkot, what 
does the baraita teach us? It is a simple calculation that seventy bulls 
divided by twenty-four watches leaves two watches that sacrificed 
only two bulls. The Gemara answers: This is what the baraita comes 
to teach us: One who sacrificed bulls today will not sacrifice bulls 
tomorrow; rather, they rotate. Therefore, each watch sacrifices at 
least two bulls, and most of them sacrifice three. 


Rabbi Elazar said: These seventy bulls that are sacrificed as addi- 
tional offerings over the course of the seven days of Sukkot, to what 
do they correspond? They correspond to the seventy nations" of 
the world, and are brought to atone for their sins and to hasten world 
peace. Why is a single bull sacrificed on the Eighth Day of Assembly? 
It corresponds to the singular nation, Israel. 


The Gemara cites a parable about a king of flesh and blood who 
said to his servants: Prepare me a great feast that will last for sev- 
eral days. When the feast concluded, on the last day, he said to his 
beloved servant: Prepare me a small feast" so that I can derive 
pleasure from you alone. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Woe unto the nations of the world that lost 
something and do not know what they lost. When the Temple is 
standing, the seventy bulls sacrificed on the altar during the festival 
of Sukkot atones for them.’ And now that the Temple is destroyed, 
who atones for them? 


MI S HN A At three times during the year, all twenty- 


four priestly watches have equal status, in 
that all receive a share in the Temple service independent of the 
standard order of the watches and all receive a share in the accom- 
panying gifts of the priesthood: In the portions of the offerings of 
the Festivals sacrificed on the altar and in the distribution of the 
shewbread on Shabbat during the Festivals. 


On Shavuot that coincides with Shabbat, when the two loaves of- 
fered on Shavuot would be distributed together with the distribution 
of the shewbread, the priest charged with the distribution says to 
each priest: Here is matza from the shewbread for you, and here is 
leavened bread from the two loaves for you." The principle is that 
the priestly watch whose time is fixed during the Festival sacri- 
fices the daily offerings during the Festival, as well as vow-offerings, 
free-will offerings, and all other communal offerings. And that 
watch sacrifices all of them even during the Festival," when other 
aspects of the service are shared by all the watches. 

The Gemara wonders: How is it that the 


G E MA priests divide those portions of the Festival 


offerings? Don't they belong to God, and must be placed on the 
altar? How do the priestly watches share these portions? Rav Hisda 
said: The mishna is referring not to portions sacrificed on the altar 
[eimurim] but to what was stated [amur] with regard to the pil- 
grimage Festivals, all those portions of the offerings that the Torah 
commanded to sacrifice at the Temple that are not burnt on the altar 
and are shared by the priests, e.g., hides of the burnt-offerings of 
appearance and the breast and thigh of the Festival peace-offerings. 
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The Sages taught: From where is it derived that all of the 
priestly watches have equal status in the portions of the Festi- 
val offerings?" The verse states: “And if a Levite comes from 
any of your gates out of all Israel, where he sojourns, and comes 
with all the desire of his soul unto the place that the Lord shall 
choose; then he shall minister ... as all his brethren ... They shall 
have like portions to eat, besides the transactions of their fathers’ 
houses” (Deuteronomy 18:6-8). Based on these verses, one 
might have thought that this is the case even on the rest of the 
days of the year and the priestly watches would have equal 
status. Therefore, the verse states: From one of your gates. I 
said that all have equal status only when all of Israel enters 
through one gate, i.e., on a pilgrimage Festival. 


The mishna continues: And in the distribution of the shew- 
bread on the three pilgrimage Festivals," all twenty-four priest- 
ly watches have equal status. The Sages taught: From where is 
it derived that all of the priestly watches have equal status in 
the distribution of the shewbread? 


The verse states: “They shall have like portions to eat”’ 
(Deuteronomy 18:8); just as all the watches receive an equal 
portion of the service, so too all the watches receive an equal 
portion in the eating. The Gemara asks: What is the eating 
mentioned in this verse? If you say it is the eating of offerings, 
the verse is superfluous, as it is derived from there: “And every 
meal-offering...shall be the priest’s that offers it” (Leviticus 
7:9), which, although it was written with regard to meal-offerings, 
applies to all offerings. Moreover, it teaches that a priest who 
participates in the sacrifice of the offering shares in eating the 
offering. Rather, the verse is referring to the shewbread that 
was not part of the service this Shabbat, as it was baked the 
previous Shabbat. 


One might have thought that all the watches should be equal 
even with regard to obligations that come not due to the 
Festival but are brought on the Festival nevertheless, as there 
were many vow- offerings and free-will offerings brought to the 
Temple that were not part of the Festival rite, but simply the 
result of people taking advantage of their presence in Jerusalem 
to fulfill their outstanding obligations. Therefore, the verse 
states: 
(Deuteronomy 18:8). What did the forefathers of each watch 
sell each other? They agreed with regard to the service of the 
watches: I will serve during my week, and you will serve during 
your week. Each watch has the right to perform the Temple 
service during its appointed weeks and to receive all priestly 
gifts offered during those weeks. 


§ The mishna continues: On Shavuot that coincides with 
Shabbat the priest charged with the distribution says to each 
priest: Here is matza from the shewbread for you, and here is 
leavened bread from the two loaves for you. It was stated that 
there is a dispute between the amora’im, and Rav said: When 
one enters the sukka, he recites the blessing of the sukka: Who 
has made us holy through His mitzvot and has commanded us 
to sit in the sukka, and then the blessing of time: Who has 
given us life, sustained us, and brought us to this time. Rabba 
bar bar Hana said: One recites the blessing of time, and then 
the blessing of the sukka. 


“Besides the transactions of their fathers’ houses” 


HALAKHA 
Distribution of the portions of the offerings on the pilgrimage 
Festival - bya DWI npn: All the watches shared the Festival 
offerings equally during the pilgrimage Festivals. Likewise, they 
shared the two loaves on Shavuot equally (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:4-5). 


Distribution of the shewbread on the pilgrimage Festival — 
bya D257 ond npbn: When one of the Festival's days coincided 
with Shabbat, all watches shared equally in the distribution of 
the shewbread (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:5, 
Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:12). 


NOTES 
They shall have like portions to eat - wax? pone Pon: The Ram- 
bam proves that the reference is to priests and not to Levites from 

the fact that the verse mentions eating, and in the Temple, Levites 

do not receive any gifts that are eaten. Priests partake in the offer- 
ings and the shewbread. 
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HALAKHA 


The order of the blessings in kiddush during Sukkot - 110 
nisi wyp: The order of the blessings in kiddush during 
Sukkot is: The blessing over wine is recited first, followed by 
the sanctification of the day. Then one recites the blessing 
on the sukka, followed by the blessing of time. This is in ac- 
cordance with the opinion of Rav and the conclusion of the 
Gemara. On the second night of the Festival in the Diaspora, 
some rule that the order of the last two blessings is reversed 
and the blessing of time precedes the blessing of the sukka 
(Shulhan Arukh and Rema, based on the Rosh). Many of the 
later authorities disagree and maintain that the order recited 
on the first night is maintained on the second night as well 
(Bah; see Beer Heitev and Sha'ar Halziyyun; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 643:1, 661:1). 


The order of the blessings in kiddush on Shabbat - 710 
nawa wyp: When reciting kiddush on Shabbat or on a 
Festival, the blessing over wine is recited first, followed by 
the sanctification of the day (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
27110). 


NOTES 


Let us say they disagree in the dispute between Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel - MIVKAW reat KAY... X19) 
ap: it must be that the one who raised the question 
understood that Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel each cite only 
one reason for their opinion, concerning the relationship 
between the sanctity of the day and the mitzva unique to 
that day. However, based on the conclusion of the Gemara 
in tractate Berakhot it is apparent that each cites two inde- 
pendent reasons for their opinion. Therefore, the amoraic 
dispute here cannot be parallel to the tannaitic dispute 
(Arukh LaNer). 
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The Gemara elaborates: Rav said that one recites the blessing of 
sukka and then the blessing of time because the obligation of 
the day takes precedence. Rabba bar bar Hana said that one 
recites the blessing of time and then the blessing of the sukka” 
because when a frequent practice and an infrequent practice 
clash, the frequent practice takes precedence over the infrequent 
practice, and the blessing of time is recited more frequently. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that Rav and Rabba bar bar 
Hana disagree in the dispute of Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel." 

As the Sages taught in a baraita: These are the matters of dispute 

between Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel with regard to the hala- 
khot ofa meal. Beit Shammai say: When one recites kiddush over 
wine, he recites a blessing over the sanctification of the day and 

then recites a blessing over the wine. And Beit Hillel say: One 

recites a blessing over the wine and then recites a blessing over 
the day.” 


The Gemara elaborates: Beit Shammai say: One recites a bless- 
ing over the sanctification of the day and then recites a blessing 
over the wine, as the day causes the wine to come before the 
meal. And Beit Shammai offer an additional reason: The day 
has already been sanctified and the wine has not yet come. 
Since Shabbat was sanctified first, it should likewise be mentioned 
first. And Beit Hillel say: One recites a blessing over the wine 
and then recites a blessing over the day, as the wine causes the 
kiddush to be recited. Were there no wine, kiddush would not be 
recited. Alternatively, Beit Hillel say: The blessing over wine is 
recited frequently, and the blessing over the day is not recited 
frequently, and when a frequent practice and an infrequent 
practice clash, the frequent practice takes precedence over the 
infrequent practice. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that it was Rav who stated his 
opinion in accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai that 
the blessing over the sanctification of the day takes precedence 
over the blessing over the wine, and it was Rabba bar bar Hana 
who stated his opinion in accordance with Beit Hillel, i.e., that 
the frequent blessing takes precedence. 


The Gemara rejects this suggestion. Rav could have said to you: 
Itis Iwho stated my opinion even in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Hillel, as Beit Hillel stated their opinion there in the case 
of kiddush only due to the additional reason that the wine causes 
the kiddush to be recited. But here there is no similar connection 
between the two blessings, and if there was no blessing on time, 
wouldnt we recite the blessing of the sukka anyway? The fact is 
that the blessing on the sukka is recited throughout the week of 
the Festival, when no blessing on time is recited. 


And Rabba bar bar Hana could have said to you: It is I who 
stated my opinion even in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Shammai, as Beit Shammai only stated their opinion there in 
the case of kiddush, and only due to the additional reason that the 
day causes the wine to come before the meal. However, here, if 
there was no blessing of sukka, wouldn't we recite the blessing 
of time even without sitting in the sukka, simply due to the onset 
of the Festival? 


The Gemara cites proof from that which we learned in the mishna: 
On Shavuot the priest charged with the distribution of the shew- 
bread and the two loaves says to each priest: Here is matza for 
you, here is leavened bread for you. But here, where the hametz 
is primary and the matza is subordinate to it, as it is the festival 
of Shavuot when the two loaves of leavened bread are the offering 
of the day, and yet the mishna teaches: Here is matza for you, 
and here is leavened bread for you, it accords precedence to 
the frequent shewbread over the obligation of the day. This is a 
conclusive refutation of the opinion of Rav. 
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The Gemara responds that Rav could have said to you: This matter is 

a dispute between tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita that the priest 

charged with distribution says: Here is matza for you, here is leav- 
ened bread for you. Abba Shaul says that he would say: Here is 

leavened bread for you, here is matza for you." 


With regard to the final halakhic decision: Rav Nahman bar Rav 
Hisda taught: The halakha is not in accordance with the statement 
of Rav, who said: One recites the blessing of sukka and then the 
blessing of time; rather, one recites the blessing of time and then 
the blessing of sukka. Rav Sheshet, son of Rav Idi, said: One recites 
the blessing of sukka and then the blessing of time, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav. And the Gemara concludes that the halakha 
is: One recites the blessing of sukka and then the blessing of time. 


§ The mishna continues: The priestly watch whose time is sched- 
uled during the Festival, sacrifices the daily offerings during the Fes- 
tival, as well as vow-offerings, free-will offerings, and all other com- 
munal offerings. The Gemara asks: What additional communal 
offerings does the mishna come to include? The Gemara answers: It 
comes to include a bull brought for an unwitting communal sin, 
which is brought by the community due to a transgression committed 
by the community as a whole as a result of an erroneous halakhic 
decision issued by the Great Sanhedrin, although it has no fixed time 
and need not be brought during the Festival; and it includes goats 
brought for the unwitting transgression of the prohibition against idol 
worship. If these offerings are brought during the Festival, they are 
sacrificed by members of the watch whose shift is scheduled for that 
week. 


The mishna concludes: And that watch sacrifices all of them. The 
Gemara asks: What does this phrase come to include? The Gemara 
explains: It comes to include the summer fruits of the altar. When- 
ever the altar was inactive, special burnt-offerings were sacrificed as 
communal donations in deference to the Divine Presence so that the 
altar would not remain empty. These offerings were sacrificed by the 
scheduled watch. 


MI S HN A In the case of a Festival that occurs adjacent 


to Shabbat, both when it occurs preceding it 
and when it occurs following it, all the watches that arrived early or 
remained late to serve in the Temple were of equal status in the dis- 
tribution of the shewbread" on that Shabbat. If one day happened 
to separate between the Festival and Shabbat, the watch whose time 
was scheduled would take ten of the twelve loaves of shewbread, and 
the watch that was detained" after the Festival because there was 
insufficient time to get home before Shabbat takes two loaves. And 
during the rest of the days of the year,” when the changing of the 
watches takes place on Shabbat, the incoming watch takes six loaves 
and the outgoing watch takes six loaves. Rabbi Yehuda says: The 
incoming watch takes seven loaves and the outgoing takes five. 


The standard procedure was that the members of the incoming watch 
divide the shewbread in the north" section of the courtyard, and the 
outgoing watch in the south. However, there was one exception: The 
watch of Bilga, due to a penalty imposed upon it, always divides the 
shewbread to its members in the south, even when it is the incoming 
watch. And its ring used to facilitate slaughter of the animals was 
fixed" in place, rendering it useless, and its niche among the niches 
in the wall of the Chamber of Knives, where the priests would store 
their knives and other vessels, was sealed." 


G E M A RA The Gemara asks: What is the meaning in the 


mishna of preceding it and what is the mean- 
ing of following it? If we say preceding it is referring to the first 
Festival day preceding Shabbat and following it is referring to the 
last day of the Festival following Shabbat, then this is the case of 
Shabbat that is during the Festival, and that is how the mishna 
should have presented it. 


NOTES 
Here is leavened bread for you, here is matza for 
you — 7x7 ton yan ton: In the Jerusalem Talmud the 
dispute is whether the frequent or the preferred takes 
precedence. 


The watch that was detained - 234m7 vaw: Rashi 
explains that this is referring to the outgoing watch that 
did not yet depart (see the difficulty raised in Tosefot 
Yom Tov). The Rambam explains in his Commentary on 
the Mishna that this is referring to a leisurely, indolent 
watch, whose members are in no hurry to serve in the 
Temple. Neither the watch scheduled to arrive the Shab- 
bat prior to the Festival nor the watch that remains the 
Shabbat after the Festival will have the exclusive right 
to perform the service for only one day. Therefore, only 
few of its member priests arrive for duty, and two loaves 
suffice for those who come to serve. 


Members of the incoming watch divide the shew- 
bread in the north - jisya ppn PDT: Some explain 
hat the north is more significant because the majority 
of offerings are sacrificed there. In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
his is based on the principle that in the Temple one 
enters to the right and exits to the left. Since the Temple 
aced west, the result was that when they entered, the 
north was to the right. 


ts ring was fixed — map AMYaw: Rashi explains that 
he members of this watch were humiliated by being 
orced to use the rings of other watches. Others explain 
hat they were not permitted to use the rings at all, and 
were forced to expend great effort to tie and slaughter 
he animals without use of a ring. 


ts niche was sealed — mano agin: Rashi explains that 
he Gemara is referring to a niche in the Chamber of 
nives where they would store their knives (see Jerusa- 
em Talmud). The Rambam explains in his Commentary 
on the Mishna that it was a niche in which the watch 
stored its priestly vestments. Rabbeinu Yehonatan ex- 
plains that there were windows in the Temple walls 
that illuminated the areas of the courtyard where the 
different watches performed their service. The window 
aligned with Bilga’s area was sealed (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

The distribution of the shewbread - 057 ogb npon: 
On Shabbat throughout the year, the incoming watch 
receives six loaves and the outgoing watch receives 
six loaves. On Shabbat during Festivals, whether Shab- 
bat coincides with the Festival day or whether it is on 
one of the intermediate days, and on Shabbat that oc- 
curs the day preceding or following the Festival day, all 
the watches share equally in the loaves. If there is one 
day between the Festival and Shabbat, the regularly 
scheduled outgoing watch receives ten loaves, and the 
incoming watch receives two. The Ra'avad and Rashi 
comment that all the watches that arrive early or whose 
departure is delayed share the two loaves (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:1213). 


BACKGROUND 
During the rest of the year - mI niy igwa: 


Additional offering and shewbread on a typical Shabbat 
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Perek V 
Daf56 Amud b 


— E lll 
Locking the doors — minds nayg: The Meiri explains that 
he incoming watch would assist the outgoing watch 
in opening the doors because they needed help, as the 


However, they locked the doors alone, as there was no 
similar pressure at that time. 


Remove [dal] and they will remove - baa bs: Rabbeinu 
Hananel explains that these words are contractions for 
mine [dili] and yours [dilakh]. Each watch says to the next: 
Relinquish mine so that next Shabbat they will not take 
yours. 


A ripe cucumber now is better than a gourd that has yet 


to ripen — Xp KAY XW¥IA: This colloquial expression ap- 


pears several times in the Gemara. Rashi understands that 
both vegetables are pumpkins of different sizes. According 
to this approach, this expression is part of an exchange 
between people. One offers another a choice between 
picking a small pumpkin now while it is still growing, and 
waiting until it grows larger; the advice is to pick it now, as 
perhaps it will not be available later. 

Rabbeinu Tam disagrees with Rashi, arguing that it is 
clear from many sources that these are two different types 
of vegetables; one is a pumpkin and the other one is a 
cucumber. His explanation is: Although the cucumber is 


smaller than the pumpkin, it ripens more quickly. Therefore, 


one prefers an already ripe cucumber to a pumpkin whose 
potentially larger size may never be realized. The Me‘iri adds 
that according to this approach, the cucumber is preferred 
only if it can be picked immediately. If there is a need to wait 
even a short time for the cucumber to ripen, preference is 
given to a longer wait and a greater return. 


HALAKHA —— 
Division of labor on Shabbat - nawa ntiayn npn: The 
outgoing watch sacrifices the daily morning offering and 
the additional offerings of the day, while the incoming 
watch sacrifices the daily afternoon offering and performs 
the service of the vessels of frankincense (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 4:9). 
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Temple service needed to be performed at the same time, 
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Rather, preceding it is referring to the last day of the Festival 
that precedes Shabbat and following it is referring to the first 
Festival day that follows Shabbat. What is the reason that the 
watches share equally in these cases? Since these are coming 
early, as the arriving watch cannot arrive after Shabbat because 
the Festival begins right away, and these remain late, as the 
outgoing watch cannot leave at the end of the Festival due to the 
immediate onset of Shabbat, the Sages instituted this matter so 
that they would eat the shewbread together. 


The mishna continues: If one day happened. During the rest of 
the days of the year, the incoming watch takes six loaves and the 
outgoing watch takes six loaves. Rabbi Yehuda says: The incom- 
ing watch takes seven loaves and the outgoing takes five. 


The Gemara asks: And these two extra loaves received by the 
incoming watch, what is their purpose? Rabbi Yitzhak says: 
They are as compensation for locking the doors" of the Temple. 
The Gemara asks: Let the outgoing watch say to the incoming 
one: Remove your claim to the extra loaves this week and divide 
the loaves equally and next week’s incoming watch will remove" 
its claim next week. Abaye said: A ripe cucumber now is better 
than a gourd that has yet to ripen." A small, immediate profit is 
preferable to a large, potential profit. 


Rav Yehuda said: And they divide the hides of the additional 

offerings between them. The Gemara raises an objection from 

a baraita: The outgoing watch performs the rite of the daily 
morning offering and the additional offerings, and the incom- 
ing watch performs the rite of the daily afternoon offering and 

the service of the vessels of frankincense for the shewbread." 

And the baraita teaches nothing about dividing the hides of the 

additional offerings. The Gemara answers: This tanna is not 

speaking of division of the hides, but is addressing the division 

of the Temple service, so sharing the hides is not mentioned. 


Rava said: But didn’t the tanna of the school of Shmuel, who 
speaks of division between the incoming and the outgoing 
watches, fail to teach division of the hides of the additional 
offerings mentioned by Rabbi Yehuda, as the school of Shmuel 
taught: The outgoing watch performs the daily morning offer- 
ing and the additional offerings; the incoming watch performs 
the daily afternoon offerings and the service of the vessels. And 
how was this service performed? Four priests would enter the 
Sanctuary, two from this outgoing watch and two from that 
incoming watch, and they divide the shewbread. But it teaches 
nothing about dividing the hides of the additional offerings. 
The Gemara suggests: This is a conclusive refutation of the 
opinion of Rav Yehuda. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is a 
conclusive refutation. 


§ The mishna continues: Members of the incoming watch di- 
vide the shewbread in the north section of the courtyard, and 
members of the outgoing watch in the south. The Sages taught 
in a baraita: Members of the incoming watch divide the shew- 
bread in the north, which was an area of greater sanctity in the 
Temple courtyard, so that it would be seen that they are incom- 
ing, and members of the outgoing watch divide the shewbread 
in the south, so it would be seen that they are outgoing. 
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We learned in the mishna that Bilga always divides the shewbread 

in the south," even when it is the incoming watch. The Gemara 

elaborates: The Sages taught in a baraita: There was an incident 

involving Miriam, the daughter of a member of the Bilga watch, 
who apostatized and went and married a soldier [sardeyot]' 
serving in the army of the Greek kings. When the Greeks en- 
tered the Sanctuary, she entered with them and was kicking with 

her sandal on the altar and said: Wolf, wolf [lokos] ,"" until when 

will you consume the property of the Jewish people, and yet 

you do not stand with them when they face exigent circum- 
stances? And after the victory of the Hasmoneans over the Greeks, 
when the Sages heard about this matter and how she denigrated 

the altar, they fixed the ring of the Bilga watch in place, rendering 

it nonfunctional, and sealed its niche." 


And some say that the watch was penalized for a different reason. 
It happened once that some members of the Bilga watch tarried 

in arriving’ at the Temple. The members of the previous watch, 
the watch of Yeshevav, his brother, entered together with the 

members of the Bilga watch who had arrived, and served in the 

place of the absent members of his brother’s watch. The Gemara 

notes: Although neighbors of the wicked do not typically prof- 
it, according to the principle: Woe unto the wicked, woe unto his 

neighbor, Bilga’s neighbors profited, as Bilga always divides the 

shewbread in the south, even when the watch is incoming, and 

his brother Yeshevav always divides in the north, even when the 

watch is outgoing. 


The Gemara clarifies: Granted, according to the one who said 
that Bilga was penalized because members of his watch tarried 
in arriving at the Temple; that is why the entire watch is penal- 
ized. However, according to the one who said it is due to Miri- 
am, daughter of Bilga, who apostatized, do we penalize the 
entire watch of Bilga because of his daughter?’ Abaye said: Yes, 
as people say, the speech ofa child in the marketplace is learned 
either from that ofhis father or from that ofhis mother. Miriam 
would never have said such things had she not heard talk of that 
kind in her parents’ home. 


The Gemara asks: And due to Miriam's father and mother, do we 
penalize an entire watch? Abaye said: Woe unto the wicked, 
woe unto his neighbor. To conclude the tractate on a positive 
note, the Gemara says: Good for the righteous, good for his 
neighbor, as it is stated: “Say you of the righteous that it shall 
be good for him," for they shall eat the fruit of their doings’ 
(Isaiah 3:10); the neighbors of a righteous man who witness and 
acknowledge the good that befalls him will benefit from their 
proximity to him. 


9 


NOTES §=—W—W—____—- 
Bilga always divides in the south - n17174 npin poiyd mba: 
They instituted several conventions to create the constant 
impression that the departure of this watch was imminent: 
They were situated in the south, their niche was sealed, and 
their ring was fixed in place (Melekhet Shlomo). 


Wolf, wolf - pipih pipib: She likened the altar to a wolf be- 
cause it preys on sheep, just as the altar consumes the sheep 
of the daily offerings (Maharsha). 


The penalty for Bilga’s watch — mba wav Dap: In the Je- 
rusalem Talmud, the question was raised: Why didn't they 
simply eliminate the Bilga watch? They answered: An es- 
tablished family lineage may not be eliminated. In addition, 
changing the total number of watches from twenty-four to 
twenty-three would have ramifications with regard to many 
related matters. 


The watch tarried in arriving - xa maw imawi: Appar- 
ently, it was not that the entire watch arrived late together. 
Some of the members of the watch arrived on time, and 
therefore the watch of his brother Yeshevav entered together 
with the members of Bilga’s watch who arrived on time. 


Do we penalize the entire watch of Bilga because of his 
daughter — ayy) mh pwop waa Dwa: Even though it is 
written with regard toa priest's daughter who commits adul- 
tery: “She profanes her father” (Leviticus 21:9), that is referring 
to the fact that she dishonored him, not that he was penalized 
in any way. In this case, beyond the humiliation aspect of the 
punishment, sealing the niche increased the workload of the 
rest of the members of Bilga’s watch. Therefore, the Gemara 
explains that the forebears of this watch were also to blame 
for the daughter's conduct (Maharsha). 


Say you of the righteous that it shall be good for him — a% 
iv 1D pty: Even though this verse is not directly related to 
the discussion, the principle is that one does not conclude 
on a negative note. Others explain that “say you of the righ- 
teous that it shall be good for him” means that the neighbors 
praise the righteous; “for they shall eat the fruit of their do- 
ings” means that the good deeds performed by the righteous 
benefit their neighbors (Arukh LaNer). 


LANGUAGE 


Soldier [sardeyot] - vit: From the Greek otpatiwtng, 
stratiotés, meaning soldier, military officer. 


Wolf [lokos] - pip: From the Greek AvKog, /ukos, meaning 
wolf. 
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This chapter was devoted completely to the customs practiced in the Temple during 
the seven days of the festival of Sukkot. The Celebration of Drawing Water was a 
public event accompanied by great pomp and ceremony. To facilitate that celebration 
and to ensure that it did not cross the line into immorality, the Sages undertook 
several special practices to achieve separation between men and women and to 
ensure that those singing and dancing were prominent Torah luminaries. 


In the discussion of the Celebration of Drawing Water, the general procedures for 
playing music in the Temple were also discussed. The conclusion was that there 
are three types of music. Music in the context of the Celebration of Drawing Water, 
which is to promote extreme rejoicing, was played only during the week, and anyone 
could participate in playing the musical instruments. Music that accompanied the 
sacrificial service was played every day, even on Shabbat and Festivals, because it 
was for the purpose of sacrificing the offerings, and all the more so, the sounding of 
the shofar and the trumpets for the various offerings were performed, as they are a 
Torah obligation. 


Since the chapter dealt with the music played at the Celebration of Drawing Water, it 
also discussed the shofar and trumpet blasts that accompanied the offerings through- 
out the Festival, as well as the blasts sounded throughout the year during the week 
on Shabbat and Festival eves and at their conclusion. 


Another topic dealt with in this chapter was the division of the additional offerings. 
The additional offerings on Sukkot are more numerous than those on any other 
Festival; in addition, unlike on other Festivals, the number of offerings sacrificed vary 
from day to day. Therefore, a special division of labor was required by means of which 
all the priestly watches, who ascended to Jerusalem to serve during the pilgrim 
Festivals, would divide the additional offerings among themselves. The objective was 
to ensure that all the priestly watches would sacrifice an equal number of each type 
of offering. On a related note, also addressed were several matters concerning the 
division of the Temple service among the priestly watches on Shabbat and Festivals 
throughout the year. 


Summary of 
Perek V 
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Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 
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COMMON ACRONYMS 


aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 
aharam Halawa 
aharam Lublin 
aharam Mintz 


aharam of Rothenburg 


aharam Padua 
aharam Schick 
aharam Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut 

ahari Abuhav 

ahari Bassan 

ahari Beirav 

ahari ben Lev 

ahari ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona 


ahari Kurkus 
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Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 

Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 

Rabbi Moshe Halawa 

Rabbi Meir of Lublin 

Rabbi Moshe Mintz 


Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 


Rabbi Meir of Padua 
Rabbi Moshe Schick 


Rabbi Meir Schiff 


Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 


Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 

Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 

Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 

Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
Rabbi Yisrael Berona 


Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 


ahari Mintz Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 

ahari Weil Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 

aharih Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 

aharik Rabbi Yosef Colon 

aharikash Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 

aharil Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 

aharit Rabbi Yosef di Trani 

aharit Algazi Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 

aharsha Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 

aharshal Rabbi Shlomo Luria 

albim Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 

etziv Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 
Nimmukei HaGrib Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Piskei HaRid Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Piskei Riaz Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Ra’ah Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
Ra'anah Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 
Ra'avad Rabbi Avraham ben David 
Ra'avan Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Ra'avya Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 


Radak 
Radbaz 
Ralbag 
Ramah 
Rambam 
Ramban 
Ran 
Rashash 
Rashba 
Rashbam 
Rashbatz 
Rashi 
Re'em Horowitz 
Rema 

Ri HaLavan 
Ri Haver 
Ri Migash 
Riaf 

Riaz 

Rid 
Ridvaz 

Rif 

Rim 

Ritva 

Riva 
Rivam 
Rivan 


Rivash 


Rosh 

Shakh 

Shas 

Sheelat Ya‘avetz 
Shela 

Siddur Rashi 
Sma 

Smag 

Smak 


Talmid HaRa‘ah 


Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz 
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Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rabbi David Kimhi 

Rabbi David ben Zimra 

Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 

Rabbi Meir HaLevi 


Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 


Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 

Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 

Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 

Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 

Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 


Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 


Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 

Rabbi Moshe Isserles 

Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 

Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 

Rabbi Yosef Migash 

Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 

Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 

Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 

Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 

Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 

Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 

Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 

Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 

Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 

Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
The Six Orders of the Mishna 

Responsa of Rabbi Ya'akov Emden 

Shenei Luhot HaBerit by Rabbi Yeshaya HaLevi Horowitz 
Siddur compiled by Rashi’s students 

Sefer Meirat Einayim by Rabbi Yehoshua Falk 
Sefer Mitzvot Gadol by Rabbi Moshe of Coucy 
Sefer Mitzvot Katan by Rabbi Yitzhak ben Yosef of Corbeil 


A student of Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
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Talmid HaRashba A student of Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
= Turei Zahav by Rabbi David HaLevi 


osori HaLavan iene iF Hoppe Yitzhak Sn Ya‘ eo of OnEABUE 
— Sefer HaTurim by Rabbi Ya'akov ben Asher 
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61... Thorns [hizmei] — "ae 
159...Oleander — ryt 


1 
And they would come and =- nanan *t¥2 (pix papin px 
219...stand them upright at the sides of the altar 


And since the sukka is spacious -by NDIN NTT TPS 
10...there is shade 


109. ..Zuz and istera — KADININ 
159... The olive tree — xy” 


n 
56...Festival peace-offering — myn 
155...Broom -NDN 
59...Convex and concave arrow shafts — niapn Dm3 pen 
173...Halla — abn 


A courtyard that is surrounded —A71B3% Nap ww IN 
78...0n three sides by a portico 

Dug out an area inside the - mwy am wad ta ma ppn 
sukka in order to complete the sukka 
20...to ten handbreadths 


155... The hardened branch — xoniy 
121...The groom and the groomsmen - prawivn jan 


v 
128... Tiberias — %39 
20...Handbreadth — nay 


Handbreadth with the form — nnan nys oy nay 
32...0f a doorway 


146...Despair — wax? 
147...A dry lulav - war 
22...Grooved and split — spon pp 


>) 


37...Furnace — was 

27...Dried fig-bulk — nina 

183...Spindle — wap 

40...Samaritans [Kutim] — Dm 
28...Olive-bulk — m3 

51...Bridal canopy — mann nya 

28...Large date-bulk — mba nanisa 
83...Opposite the skylight — Manx 7333 
31...Opposite the wall that emerges — Kyi 7323 


Opposite the wall that emerges like the — 11m W83 7323 
31...diagonal line formed by the end of the furrows 


218...Small fried fish — KIDI KDB 
152...Leek green — 91D 


11...Lod — ib 
151...A lulav requires binding — 73% pray ab 
Cast upon — AN% naa ny w> 

53...two corners simultaneously 


n 


220...Motza - yin 

75...Partitions in a cistern — iaa% niwna 

on...Mats — nibyma 

Amat that is — win nyay bym 
77...four handbreadths and a bit wide 

170...Second tithe — yw wy 


193...Usha — KWN 
62...Hyssop — ait% 


A tree whose branches reach down — ymgy oan tos 
117...and cover the ground 

176.../ssar coin — TPN 

19...Platform in the center of the sukka — AMYYANS KADY IN 

Platform opposite — Y¥raieTt {DIT T KADY IN 
18...the middle wall 

18... Platform along the side wall — 3¥ pa NADY 

85...A portico in a field —mvpaa MYT% 

254...Alexander the Great of Macedonia — [7/712 pinoy 

200...One thousand zuz — tt aby 


250...Emma‘um — DNAN 

7...Cubit [ama] - mats 

241...The poison of a snake — Wm DIX 
192...Etrog — ats 

177...A twin etrog — Daning 


a 


21...Posts in the center of the roof — aa pxaKa 
73...With the long boards of the bed — mayan nianya 
16...Huts — pana 
214...Boethusians — ppinva 
232...First fruits — DDI 
227... Twilight — nivawa pa 
78...A house that was breached — nng ma 
In the time it takes — Dip no ‘124 
204...to eat a half-loaf of bread 
186...In the West, Eretz Yisrael — Naina 
25...Bar Yokhani — 331 74 
277...During the rest of the year — mwg nin Kwa 
122. ..On the Shabbat of the Festival -nT xmava 


a 


1m...Covering for a grave —saphdhis 
211. ..Verbal analogy — mw my 
156...Valley of ben Hinnom — 03713 N'A 
92...Bulrushes [gemi] — "128 


4 


159...Oriental plane tree — say 

19...Curved wall — mapy 97 

When Rav Dimi came from — 72° ININ 937 
76...Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia 

44...Gourd -nyh 

170...Doubtfully tithed produce [demai] — 13 

154... That grew with one leaf — x¥171 Ina pop 

179...Many planks — 957 5% 


T 


175... The etrog and its parts — om NT 
89...One lifted it...one handbreadth — nay... pay 
102...When they reached the Siloam pool — nib yt 
54...Myrtle branch - DTA 
160...Three-fold myrtle branch -vvn Din 
160...Wild myrtle branch — mpi DIA 
74...One who hollows out a stack of grain — waa RINT 
61...Shrubs — »3%7 
If the upper boards - niinn pas mistya vn 

107...are spaced between the lower boards 


Its berries were more numerous — voyn pana yay VI 
163...than its leaves 


Index of 
Background 
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Index of 
Background 


24...Frontplate — yx 
234. ..Jug — mniby 
63...Huts made of willow branches — 2a71%7 "1 


P 

The height of — maxa Wy TNI I7 Nip 

26...the first cherub was ten cubits 
107...Boards that are aligned — niyan ninip 
210...The establishment of the month — Kpy KYIay? 
50...Kinofot are four posts — Myatt niai»p 
52... lvy — DID 
123...Caesarea — “DY? 
130. ..Caesarea. . .Caesarion — #1097... 1D? 


` 


38...A square and its diagonal —piosbyy ay 
4g...Exilarch — xmba w 


w 
190...Sabbatical Year - mwaw 
60...Wormwood — iw 
60...Licorice [shushei] — ww 
137. ..Wicker basket —bnw 
87...Ulla’s opinion — shy now 
87...Rabba and Rav Yosef's opinion — ABP aN 731 Now 
157... The opinion of Rabbi Tarfon - jaw a1 new 
167... Teeth of a sickle — ban ww 
167... Teeth of a saw — iw yw 
92...Papyrus [shifa] - naw 


Two four-handbreadth stretches — yxnKa pops nw 
82...of waste in the middle 


57...Senir— vy 

138...Sackcloth - pw 

May his Master - jawab my mY ew 
157...forgive Rabbi Tarfon 

260... Two thighs — nia» mw 

40...Two craftsmen’s booths — oy by nisi nw 

83... Two cross beams — nisip nw 

108... Two parallel beams — ningan nivip nw 


n 
251...Conclusive refutation [teyuvta] - KAWA 
122...Sky-blue dye — nhan 
Attached them but — paw pain weer pps K pon 
53...did not cut the ends of their strands 
257... Three parasangs — 18 xion 
170. . . Teruma — eiaa) 
113... Terumot and tithes — niwy ninna 


J 


14. ..Leprosy of the house — DMJ 1933 
81...Neharde’a — KYTI 
114...Wineskin — 413 
236...Poured on his feet — von yaa by niche] 
70...A beam at the entrance of a sukka — na MND p) 
50...Naklitin are two posts — Dw poops 
Visible from outside — D3922 Mw ynan AK 
87...but even on the inside 


D 


77.. A sheet on posts - DTay sa by tp 
A sukka supported — TBAT YIDa NIDII TDD 
105.. .0n the legs of the bed 
89...A sukka like a type of circular hut — 4p p23 DID 
45...A sukka beneath another sukka — nao nna naw 
86.. .Rav Kahana’s sukka — 83713 17.730 
63... Sura -NID 
219...Colonnade [setav] -VVD 
181...Fibers around the date palm - 2'9 
89...Rested it against a wall —bniad 7D 
234...Libation basins — pea hep 


y 
60...Processing flax — jpws7 Nay 
A city whose residents were incited — nna vy 
145...to idolatry 


no...Atop a camel -ra vas by 

21...Posts on the edge of the roof — 337 now by 
193...Reed leaves and vine leaves — 0393 oy D3? by 
252...Poles and basins — pai DY 

167...Willow branch and tzaftzafa - 79%9%) TIW 
8...Ashterot Karnayim — op niimngy 
66...Pitchfork — any 


273...Lottery — D5 

191...Sabbatical-Year produce — maw niva 
171...Pepper tree — poads 

35...Upright boards surrounding wells — nieya "95 
131...Window shutter — ona ppa 

171. . Fruit of a beautiful tree — 19 yY "15 


x 
84...The small fish of the Bav River — xm 137 MANY 
76... 1zippori — is 
25...Bird — Kpy 
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5 x 
279...Wolf [lokos] — pip 84...Abramis [avroma] — xania% 
A 147...Merchants [avankarei] — 121% 


219...Branches [murbiyyot] — namna 
194...Remedy [melugma] - xox 
254...White marble [marmara] — x 


a 


28...Hair [nima] — x19 
47... Two-post [naklitin] bed — pob 


D 


183. ..Cloth [sudara] — KIO 
219...Colonnade [setav] - wyo 
279...Soldier [sardeyot] — vito 


z) 


139. . .A fraudulent document [pelaster] — ands 
138...Lantern [panas] — Dip 

235...Messenger [parvanka] — xp 
53...Garment [pirzuma] — xn 

48...Grape branches [parkilei] — yor 
218...Parasang [parsa] -7D 


Si 


84...Small fish [tzahanta] - xmny 


P 
21. ..Posts [kundeisin] — ppap 
12... Small rooms [kitoniyyot] — niyio 
47...Four-post [kinof] bed — yin 
52... Ivy [kissos] — Dip»p 
136...Jug [kiton] — jmp 
220...Colony [kelanya] - xp 
254...Golden chairs [katedraot] — Nix TIN 


v 


69...Skewers [shapudin] — paw 


n 


127...Delicacies [targima] - xa 


171. ..Water [idur] — WX 

4g...Became wet [itamisha] — KODY 
176.. .lssar — piko 

209...Bench [itztaba] — KabY tS 
16...Portico [akhsadra] — 711B3% 
174...Soldiers [akhsanya] — KYD% 
271...Convoy [ambuha] — NTO 
127...Steward [apotropos] — DiSTDISK 
194...Emetic [apiktoizin] — inp 


al 


256...Web [bukhya] - x932 
16...Huts [burganin] — pana 
254...Basilica [basileki] — bra 
30...In sukkot [basukkot] — napa 
123.. Biting flies [baki] — 9a 


94...Sacks [gulkei] — ona 

255...Balcony [gezuztra] — KWM 

133. . . Numerology [gimmatreyaot] — nix w1a’s 
123.. .Earth [gargishta] — mwas 

43.. Fringes [geradin] — P 


4 


22...Double post [deyumad] — av 
254...Great synagogue [deyofloston] — peobars 


m 


17. . -Ends of palm leaves [hutzin] - pyyn 
154. ..Fork [heimanak] — para 


v 


139...State treasury [timyon] — pav 


>) 
156...Branch of the date palm [kufra] — 8193 
220... Tax [karga] — 8313 
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129...Rabbi Eliezer — qb 27 x 
257...Abaye - 93% 
127...Agrippas — BEAK 
217...Aivu — ADS 


24. ..Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei — pì "27a qw 27 


200...Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya — myy ja why 27 
m 
11. ..Queen Helene — naan aon 
261...Hillel the Elder — pin bon 


93...Rabbi Hiyya and his sons — v2.21 K» 31 
200...Rabbi Yehoshua — ywim a7 


no. ..Rabbi Akiva — Say 727 
v 


125...Rabbi Tzadok — pity 137 
ji 101... Tavi -130 
221...Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai -17513 piynw +27 
’ 


110. ..Rabban Gamliel -byb a1 
aks 132...Yonatan ben Uzziel -bgy ami 
197...Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai — x31 {2 pni 27 f 


n 


262...Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel -byb ayawan f ; 
Re, ere 260...Marta, daughter of Baitos — Dina na xn 


v 
262...King Shapur — xan wav 


` 
149. ..Rav Nahman — pm 27 
182. ..Rabba - 737 


133... Shammai the Elder — ppi Naw 
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